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TUESDAY, APRIL |17, 1951 


House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 


Washington, D. C. 


The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a.m., in Room 1334, New 
House Office Building, Hon. Robert Crosser (chairman) presiding. 

Mr. Beckwortu. The committee will come to order. I know that 
our chairman, Mr. Crosser, regrets he cannot be here, but he will be 
here later this morning. 

The hearing this morning is on H. R. 2321 by Mr. O’Hara, which is 
similar to the one the committee favorably reported in the last 
Congress. 


(H. R. 2321 follows:) 


[H. R. 2321, 82d Cong., 1st sess.] 
A BILL To protect consumers and others against misbranding, false advertising, and false invoicing of 
fur products and furs 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this act may be cited as the ‘Fur Products 
Labeling Act.” 

Sec. 2. As used in this act— 

(a) The term ‘person’? means an individual, partnership, corporation, asso- 
ciation, business trust, or any organized group of any of the foregoing. 

(b) The term “‘fur’’ means any animal skin or part thereof with hair, fleece or 
fur fibers attached thereto, either in its raw or processed state, but shall not 
include such skins as are to be converted into leather or which in processing shall 
have the hair, fleece, or fur fiber completely removed. 

(c) The term ‘used fur’? means fur in any form which has been worn or used by 
an ultimate consumer. 

d) The term “fur product” means any article of wearing apparel made in whole 
or in part of fur or used fur; except that such term shall not include such articles 
as the Commission shall exempt by reason of the relatively small quantity or value 
of the fur or used fur contained therein. 

(e) The term ‘‘waste fur’’ means the ears, throats, or scrap pieces which have 
been severed from the animal pelt, and shall include mats or plates made therefrom. 

(f) The term “‘invoice’’ means a written account, memorandum, list, or catalog, 
which is issued in connection with any commercial dealing in fur products or furs, 
and describes the particulars of any fur products or furs, transported or delivered 
to a purchaser, consignee, factor, bailee, correspondent, or agent, or any other 
person who is engaged in dealing commercially in fur products or furs. 

(zg) The term ‘Commission’? means the Federal Trade Commission. 

h) The term ‘Federal Trade Commission Act’’ means the act entitled ‘An 
act to create a Federal Trade Commission, to define its powers and duties, and 
for other purposes,”’ approved September 26, 1914, as amended. 

(i) The term “Fur Products Name Guide’? means the register issued by the 
Commission pursuant to section 7 of this Act. 

(j) The term “commerce” means commerce between any State, Territory, or 
possession of the United States, or the District of Columbia, and any place outside 
thereof; or between points within the same State, Territory, or possession, or the 
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District of Columbia, but through any place outside thereof; or within any 
Territory or possession or the District of Columbia. 

(k) The term ‘United States’ means the several States, the District of 
Columbia, and the Territories and possessions of the United States. 


MISBRANDING, FALSE ADVERTISING, AND INVOICING DECLARED UNLAWFUL 


Sec. 3. (a) The introduction, or manufacture for introduction, into commerce, 
or the sale, advertising or offering for sale in commerce, or the transportation or 
distribution in commerce, of any fur product which is misbranded or falsely or 
deceptively advertised or invoiced, within the meaning of this Act or the rules and 
regulations prescribed under section 8 (b), is unlawful and shall be an unfair 
method of competition, and an unfair and deceptive act or practice, in commerce 
under the Federal Trade Commission Act. 

(b) The manufacture for sale, sale, advertising, offering for sale, transportation 
or distribution, of any fur product which is made in whole or in part of fur which 
has been shipped and received in commerce, and which is misbranded or falsely or 
deceptively advertised or invoiced, within the meaning of this Act or the rules and 
regulations prescribed under section 8 (b), is unlawful and shall be an unfair 
method of competition, and an unfair and deceptive act or practice, in commerce 
under the Federal Trade Commission Act. 

(c) The introduction into commerce, or the sale, advertising or offering for sale 
in commerce, or the transportation or distribution in commerce, of any fur which 
is falsely or deceptively advertised or falsely or deceptively invoiced, within the 
meaning of this Act or the rules and regulations prescribed under section 8 (b), is 
unlawful and shall be an unfair method of competition, and an unfair and decep- 
tive act or practice, in commerce under the Federal Trade Commission Act. 

(d) Except as provided in subsection (e) of this section, it shall be unlawful to 
remove or mutilate, or cause or participate in the removal or mutilation of, prior 
to the time any fur product is sold and delivered to the ultimate consumer, any 
label required by this Act to be affixed to such fur product, and any person violat- 
ing this subsection is guilty of an unfair method of competition, and an unfair or 
deceptive act or practice, in commerce under the Federal Trade Commission Act. 

(e) Any person introducing, selling, advertising, or offering for sale, in com- 
merce, or processing for commerce, a fur product, may substitute for the label 
affixed to such product pursuant to section 4 of this Act, a label conforming to 
the requirements of such section, and such label! may show in lieu of the names or 
other identification shown pursuant to section 4 (2) (EF) on the label so removed, 
the name or other identification of the person making the substitution. Any 
person substituting a label shall keep such records as will show the information 
set forth on the label that he removed and the name or names of the person or 
persons from whom such fur product was received. 

(f) Subsections (a), (b), and (c) of this section shall not apply to any common 
carrier, or contract carrier or freight forwarder in respect of a fur product or fur 
shipped, transported, or delivered for shipment in commerce in the ordinary 
course of business. 

MISBRANDED FUR PRODUCTS 


Sec. 4. For the purposes of this Act, a fur product shall be considered to be 
misbranded 
(1) if it is falsely or deceptively labeled or otherwise falsely or deceptively 
identified, or if the label contains any form of misrepresentation or deception, 
directly or by implication, with respect to such fur product; 
(2) if there is not affixed to the fur product a label showing in words and 
figures plainly legible— 

(A) the name or names (as set forth in the Fur Products Name Guide) 
of the animal or animals that produced the fur, and such qualifying 
statement as may be required pursuant to section 7 (ce) of this Act; 

(B) that the fur product contains or is composed of used fur, when such 
is the fact; 

(C) that the fur product contains or is composed of bleached, dyed, 
or otherwise artificially colored fur, when such is the fact; 

(D) that the fur product is composed in whole or in substantial part 
of paws, tails, bellies, or waste fur, when such is the fact; 

(E) the name, or other identification issued and registered by the 
Commission, of one or more of the persons who manufacture such fur 
product for introduction into commerce, introduce it into commerce, 
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sell it in commerce, advertise or offer it for sale in commerce, or transport 
or distribute it in commerce: 

(3) if the label required by paragraph (2) (A) of this section sets forth the 
name or names of any animal or animals other than the name or names pro- 
vided for in such paragraph, unless such name or names are preceded by the 
words ‘‘Processed to simulate” and the fur product has been so processed. 


FUR LABELING 


FALSE ADVERTISING AND INVOICING OF FUR PRODUCTS AND FURS 


Sec. 5. (a) For the purposes of this Act, a fur product or fur shall be considered 
to be falsely or deceptively advertised if any advertisement, representation, public 
announcement, or notice which is intended to aid, promote, or assist directly or 
indirectly in the sale or offering for sale of such fur product or fur 

(1) does not show the name or names (as set forth in the Fur Products 
Name Guide) of the animal or animals that produced the fur, and such 
qualifying statement as may be required pursuant to section 7 (c) of this Act; 

(2) does not show that the fur is used fur or that the fur product contains 
used fur, when such is the fact; 

(3) does not show that the fur product or fur is bleached, dyed, or otherwise 
artificially colored fur when such is the fact; 

(4) does not show that the fur product is composed in whole or in substantial 
part of paws, tails, bellies, or waste fur, when such is the fact; 

(5) contains the name or names of any animal or animals other than the 
name or names specified in paragraph (1) of this subsection, unless such name 
or names are preceded by the words ‘‘Processed to simulate’? and the fur 
product has been so processed, or contains any form of misrepresentation or 
deception, directly or by implication, with respect to such fur product or fur. 


(b) For the purposes of this Act, a fur product or fur shall be considered to be 
falsely or deceptively invoiced— 

(1) if such fur product or fur is not invoiced to show 

(A) the name or names (as set forth in the Fur Products Name Guide) 
of the animal or animals that produced the fur, and such qualifying 
statement as may be required pursuant to section 7 (c) of this Act; 

(B) that the fur product contains or is composed of used fur, when such 
is the fact; 

(C) that the fur product contains or is composed of bleached, dyed, or 
otherwise artifically colored fur, when such is the fact; 

(D) that the fur product is composed in whole or in substantial part 
of paws, tails, bellies, or waste fur, when such is the fact; 

(E) the name and address of the person issuing such invoice; 

(2) if such invoice contains the name or names of any animal or animals 
other than the name or names specified in paragraph (1) (A) of this subsec- 
tion, unless such name or names are preceded by the words ‘Processed to 
simulate” and the fur product has been so processed, or contains any form of 
misrepresentation or deception, directly or by implication, with respect to 
such fur product or fur. 


EXCLUSION OF MISBRANDED OR FALSELY INVOICED FUR PRODUCTS OR FURS 


Sec. 6. (a) Fur products imported into the United States shall be labeled so 
as not to be misbranded within the meaning of section 4 of this Act: and all in- 
voices of fur products and furs required under the Act of June 17, 1930 (ch. 497, 
title IV, 46 Stat. 719), shall set forth, in addition to the matter therein specified, 
information conforming with the requirements of section 5 (b) of this Act, which 
information shall be included in the invoices prior to their certification under said 
Act of June 17, 1930. 

(b) The falsification of, or failure to set forth, said information in said invoices, 
or the falsification or perjury of the consignee’s declaration provided for in said 
Act of June 17, 1930, insofar as it relates to said information, shall be an unfair 
method of competition, and an unfair and deceptive act or practice, in commerce 
under the Federal Trade Commission Act; and any person who falsifies, or fails 
to set forth, said information in said invoices, or who falsifies or perjures said 
consignee’s declaration insofar as it relates to said information, may thenceforth 
be prohibited by the Commission from importing, or participating in the importa- 
tion of, any fur products or furs into the United States except upon filing bond 
with the Secretary of the Treasury in a sum double the value of said fur products 
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and furs, and any duty thereon, conditioned upon compliance with the provisions 
of this section. 

(c) A verified statement from the manufacturer, producer, of or dealer in, im- 
ported fur products and furs showing information required under the provisions 
of this Act may be requierd under regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the 
Treasury. 

NAME GUIDE FOR FUR PRODUCTS 


Sec. 7. (a) The Commission shall, with the assistance and cooperation of the 
Department of Agriculture and the Department of the Interior, within 6 months 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, issue, after holding public hearings, a 
register setting forth the names of hair, fleece, and fur-bearing animals, which 
shall be known as the Fur Products Name Guide. The names used shall be the 
true English names for the animals in question, or in the absence of a true English 
name for an animal, the name by which such animal can be properly identified 
in the United States. 

(b) The Commission may, from time to time, with the assistance and coopera- 
tion of the Department of Agriculture and Department of the Interior, after hold- 
ing public hearings, add to or delete from such register the name of any hair, 
fleece, or fur-bearing animal. 

(c) If the name of an animal (as set forth in the Fur Products Name Guide 
connotes a geographical origin or signifiance other than the true country or place 
of origin of such animal, the Commission may require whenever such name is 
used in setting forth the information required by this Act, such qualifying state- 
ment as it may deem necessary to prevent confusion or deception, 


ENFORCEMENT OF THE ACT 


Sec. 8. (a) (1) Except as otherwise specifically provided in this Act, sections 3, 
6, and 10 (b) of this Act shall be enforced by the Federal Trade Commission under 
rules, regulations, and procedure provided for in the Federal Trade Commission 
Act. 

(2) The Commission is authorized and directed to prevent any person from 
violating the provisions of sections 3, 6, and 10 (b) of this Act in the same manner, 
by the same means, and with the same jurisdiction, powers, and duties as though 
all applicable terms and provisions of the Federal Trade Commission Act were 
incorporated into and made a part of this Act; and any such person violating any 
provision of section 3, 6, or 10 (b) of this Act shall be subject to the penalties and 
entitled to the privileges and immunities provided in said Federal Trade Commis- 
sion Act as though the applicable terms and provisions of the said Federal Trade 
Commission Act were incorporated into and made a part of this Act. 

(b) The Commission is authorized and directed to prescribe rules and regula- 
tions governing the manner and form of disclosing information required by this 
Act, and such further rules and regulations as may be necessary and proper for 
purposes of administration and enforcement of this Act. 

(ec) The Commission is authorized (1) to cause inspections, analyses, tests, and 
examinations to be made of any fur product or fur subject to this Act; and (2) to 
cooperate, on matters related to the purposes of this Act, with any department 
or agency of the Government; with any State, Territory, or possession, or with 


the District of Columbia; or with any department, agency, or political subdivi- 
sion thereof; or with any person. 

(d) (1) Every manufacturer or dealer in fur products or furs shall maintain 
proper records showing the information required by this Act with respect to all 
fur products or furs handled by him, and shall preserve such records for at least 


three years. 

2) The neglect or refusal to maintain and preserve such records is unlawful, 
and any such manufacturer or dealer who neglects or refuses to maintain and 
preserve such records shall forfeit to the United States the sum of $100 for each 
day of such failure which shall accrue to the United States and be recoverable by 
a civil action. 

CONDEMNATION AND INJUNCTION PROCEEDINGS 


SEc. 9. (a 1) Any fur product or fur shall be liable to be proceeded aginst 
in the district court of the United States for the district in which found, and to 
be seized for confiscation by process of libel for condemnation, if the Commission 
has reasonable cause to believe such fur product or fur is being manufactured or 
held for shipment, or shipped, or held for sale or exchange after shipment, in 
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commerce, in violation of the provisions of this Act, and if after notice from the 
Commission the provisions of this Act with respect to such fur product or fur are 
not shown to be complied with. Proceedings in such libel cases shall conform as 
nearly as may be to suits in rem in admiralty, and may be brought by the Com- 
mission. 

(2) If such fur products or furs are condemned by the court, they shall be dis- 
posed of, in the discretion of the court, by destruction, by sale, by delivery to the 
owner or claimant thereof upon payment of legal costs and charges and upon 
execution of good and sufficient bond to the effect that such fur or fur products will 
not be disposed of until properly marked, advertised, and invoiced as required 
under the provisions of this Act; or by such charitable disposition as the court may 
deem proper. If such fur or fur products are disposed of by sale, the proceeds, 
less legal costs and charges, shall be paid into the Treasury of the United States 
as miscellaneous receipts. 

(b} Whenever the Commission has reason to believe that— 

(1) any person is violating, or is about to violate, section 3, 6, or 10 (b) of 
this Act; and 
(2) it would be to the public interest to enjoin such violation until com- 
plaint is issued by the Commission under the Federal Trade Commission Act 
and such complaint dismissed by the Commission or set aside by the court 
on review, or until order to cease and desist made thereon by the Commission 
has become final within the meaning of the Federal Trade Commission Act, 
the Commission may bring suit in the district court of the United States or in the 
United States court of any Territory, for the district or Territory in which such 
person resides or transacts business, to enjoin such violation, and upon proper 
showing a temporary injunction or restraining order shall be granted without bond. 


GUARANTY 


Sec. 10. (a) No person shall be guilty under section 3 if he establishes a 
guaranty received in good faith signed by and containing the name and address 
of the person residing in the United States by whom the fur product or fur guaran- 
teed was manufactured or from whom it was received, that said fur product is not 
misbranded or that said fur product or fur is not falsely advertised or invoiced 
under the provisions of this Act. Such guaranty shall be either (1) a separate 
guaranty specifically designating the fur product or fur guaranteed, in which case 
it may be on the invoice or other paper relating to such fur product or fur; or 
(2) a continuing guaranty filed with the Commission applicable to any fur product 
or fur handled by a guarantor, in such form as the Commission by rules and 
regulations may prescribe. 

(b) It shall be unlawful for any person to furnish, with respect to any fur product 
or fur, a false guaranty (except a person relying upon a guaranty to the same effect 
received in good faith signed by and containing the name and address of the person 
residing in the United States by whom the fur product or fur guaranteed was 
manufactured or from whom it was received) with reason to believe the fur product 
or fur falsely guaranteed may be introduced, sold, transported, or distributed in 
commerce, and any person who violates the provisions of this subsection is guilty of 
an unfair method of competition, and an unfair or deceptive act or practice, in 
commerce within the meaning of the Federal Trade Commission Act. 


CRIMINAL PENALTY 


Sec. 11. (a) Any person who willfully violates section 3, 6, or 10 (b) of this Act 
shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction shall be fined not more than 
$5,000, or be imprisoned not more than one year, or both, in the discretion of the 
court. 

(b) Whenever the Commission has reason to believe any person is guilty of a 
misdemeanor under this section, it shall certify all pertinent facts to the Attorney 
General, whose duty it shall be to cause appropriate proceedings to be brought for 
the enforcement of the provisions of this section against such person. 


APPLICATION OF EXISTING LAWS 


Sec. 12. The provisions of this Act shall be held to be in addition to, and not in 
substitution for or limitation of, the provisions of any other Act of Congress. 
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SEPARABILITY OF PROVISIONS 


Sec. 13. If any provision of this Act or the application thereof to any person or 
circumstance is held invalid, the remainder of the Act and the application of such 
provision to any other person or circumstance shall not be affected thereby. 


EFFECTIVE DATE 


Sec. 14. This Act, except section 7, shall take effect one year after the date of its 
enactment. 


Mr. Beckxworru. During this session, Mr. O’Hara has introduced 
three fur labeling bills, H. R. 538, H. R. 2099, and H. R. 2321. While 
all three of these bills follow the same pattern they differ from each 
other in some important respects. 

The legislative history of the fur labeling bills dates back to the 
Eightieth Congress. During that Congress the committee held hear- 
ings on H. R. 3734, introduced by Mr. O’Hara, and on May 20, 1948, 
favorably reported that bill with amendments (H. Rept. No. 2004). 
The bill failed to pass the House on the Consent Calendar. 

During the Eighty-first Congress, further hearings were held by this 
committee on fur labeling legislation and a somewhat different bill 
(H. R. 5187) was reported favorably by this committee on June 27, 
1949 (H. Rept. No. 919). H. R. 5187 was passed by the House on 
July 14, 1949. However, while the Senate Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce favorably reported that bill, no action was 
taken on it on the Senate floor. 

Reports from the Federal Trade Commission, Department of Agri- 
culture, Department of Commerce, the Treasury Department, the 
Department of State, the Attorney General, and the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission are submitted for the record. 

(The reports referred to are as follows:) 

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION, 
Washington, February 16, 1951. 
Hon. Ropert Crosser, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. CHarrMan: In response to vour letter of February 5, 1951, en- 
closing a copy of H. R. 2321, Eighty-second Congress, first session, entitled ‘“‘A 
bill to protect consumers and others against misbranding, false advertising, and 
false invoicing of fur products and furs,’”’ introduced on February 2, 1951, by 
Congressman Joseph P. O’Hara, of Minnesota, and requesting any comments the 
Commission may care to offer concerning the proposed legislation, the following 
is submitted for the information of the committee. 

The bill is generally modeled after the Wool Products Labeting Act of 1939. Its 
general objective is to protect consumers and scrupulous merchants against de- 
ception and unfair competition resulting from the misbranding, false or deceptive 
advertising, or false invoicing of fur products and furs, and to protect domestic 
fur producers against unfair competition. 

The proposed legislation requires mandatory labeling of fur articles of wearing 
apparel and invoicing of furs moving in interstate or foreign commerce to show the 
name (as set forth in the fur products name guide) of the animal that produced the 
fur, and when such is the case the fact that the garment contained used fur or that 
the furs are bleached or dyed or that the fur product is composed of inferior pieces 
such as paws, tails, bellies, or waste fur. It further requires that when fur prod- 
ucts or furs are advertised in commerce that such important facts also be truthfully 
disclosed. Animal names other than the true name of the animal from which the 
fur was taken are prohibited from use on required labels, advertising, and invoicing 
‘“unless such name or names are preceded by the words ‘processed to simulate’ and 
the fur product has been so processed.”” (It is understood that the Commission 
under power granted in section 8 (b) of the act to prescribe rules and regulations 
governing the manner and form of disclosing information required by this act 
would have authority to control possible abuses which might arise under the above 
qualifying provision and thus afford necessary consumer protection.) The 
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proposed legislation makes subject to its provisions not only those marketing fur 

roducts in interstate commerce, but those marketing fur products made in whole 
or in part of fur which has been roy ag and received in commerce. The use of 
substitute labels is also provided for by those subject to the affirmative require- 
ments of the bill. 

In addition, the bill provides for the establishment and maintenance by the 
Federal Trade Commission, with the assistance and cooperation of the Depart- 
ments of Agriculture and Interior, of a Fur Products Name Guide setting forth 
the true English names, or other appropriate animal names, to be used in labeling, 
invoicing, and advertising the respective furs from various animals. In connection 
with the name of an animal (as set forth in the Fur Products Name Guide) which 
connotes a geographical origin or significance other than the true country or place 
of origin of such animal, the proposed legislation provides that the Commission 
may require in connection therewith such qualifying statement as is necessary to 
prevent confusion or deception. (This provision is considered most necessary 
inasmuch as the proposed legislation in its present form contains no “country 
of origin’’ requirements.) The bill further provides for administration by the 
Federal Trade Commission in accordance with administrative procedure long 
operative in Commission work under comparable statutes, namely, the Federal 
Trade Commission Act and the Wool Products Labeling Act. It also provides for 
temporary injunctive relief as well as for actions in rem for seizure of misbranded 
fur products and furs which are in violation of the act. Separate or continuing 
guaranties are provided for where desired, for the protection of subsequent 
resellers. The use of false guaranties is declared unlawful. Together with the 
provisions for administrative enforcement by the Commission, the bill also pro- 
vides for misdemeanor proceedings in District Courts on behalf of the United 
States against willful violators of its provisions. The administrative enforcement 
provisions incorporated in the bill are of the type customarily found advisable 
and appropriate in legislation of this character and experience has proven such 
procedure most effective and of the type least burdensome. 

Need for the proposed legislation is predicated upon ever increasing number of 
foreign names and fictitious designations used in advertising and in describing 
fur products and furs, which designations often appear quite confusing and mis- 
leading to potential purchasers as to the kind and quality of fur being offered for 
sale. 

The proposed legislation would not only protect the consumer against such in- 
roads of deception and false and misleading advertising, but would also afford 
protection to our domestic infant fur farming industry that it may be shielded 
from unscrupulous competition arising out of the use of false and glamorized 
designations for cheap imported furs. 

While furs are natural products they are peculiarly susceptible to dyeing and 
other manipulation and processing which tend to change their appearance. Such 
manipulations are commonly undertaken for the purpose of simulating more ex- 
pensive furs in appearance. This practice makes it easily possible for the pur- 
ehasing public to be misled and deceived and the bill under consideration will go 
far toward protecting the unsuspecting consumers and dealers. 

The bill goes considerably further in providing public protection in connection 
with the fur industry than appears possible under existing law and the Commis- 
sion’s Trade Practice Rules for the Fur Industry, two copies of which are enclosed 
herewith. While the operation of the Trade Practice Rules has afforded the pub- 
lic and business a material measure of protection, the bill would make it possible 
to effect even a wider and more thorough and complete protection. Thus, it is 
believed that the objectives of the bill would provide a valuable supplement to 
existing authority. 

In view of the circumstances and prevailing conditions in the fur industry, it is 
believed that legislation of the type provided by the bill under consideration would 
be beneficial and in the publie interest. 

The administration of the proposed statute lends itself to be readily integrated 
with the Commission’s duties under the Wool Products Labeling Act. With 
such in mind, its administration and enforcement would be considerably more 
economical than otherwise possible. Under such condition it is estimated that 
the cost of administering the act on a fiscal year basis would approximate $75,000. 

The Commission wishes to advise that members of its staff who are fully ac- 
quainted with the provisions of the bill will be available for any services they 
may be able to render the committee. 

By direction of the Commission. 

Sincerely yours, 


Jas. M. Mean, 
Chairman, 
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Fesroary 21, 1951. 
Hon. Ropert Crosser: 

N. B.—Pursuant to regulations, this report was submitted to the Bureau of 
the Budget on February 16, 1951, and on February 20, 1951, the Commission 
was advised that there would be no objection to the submission of the report to 
the committee. 

W. A. Arres, Acting Chairman, 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington 25, D. C., April 12, 1941. 
Hon. Ropert Crosser, 
Chairman, Commitliee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
House of Re prese ntatives. 


Dear Mr. Crosser: This is in reply to your request of February 5, 1951, 
for a report on H. R. 2321, a bill to protect consumers and others against mis- 
branding, false advertising, and false invoicing of fur products and furs. 

The general intent of this bill is to guarantee the ultimate consumer and the 
handlers of furs and fur articles the kind of merchandise for which they pay. 
The stipulations are believed to be reasonable and generally workable. Under 
section 7 of the bill the Department of Agriculture and the Department of the 
Interior are to assist and to cooperate with the Federal Trade Commission in 
preparing and keeping current the Fur Products Name Guide. 

This bill is identical with H. R. 5187, Eighty-first Congress, which was passed 
by the House and on which. the Department made a favorable report. The 
Department has also made favorable reports on similar bills, H. R. 2099 and 8S. 
508, Kighty-second Congress, and has recommended amendments to section 7 
of H. R. 538 which would provide for appropriate identification of animals that 
have names connoting a place of origin other than the true origin, in order to 
prevent confusion and deception. 

There would be no additional cost to this Department if the bill should be 
enacted. Our present force is sufficient to assist the Federal Trade Commission. 

The Department recommends that the bill be passed. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that from the standpoint of the program 
of the President there is no objection to the submission of this re port. 

Sincerely yours 





CHARLES F. BRANNAN, Secretary. 


THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE, 
Washington 25, February 28, 19 


i] 
Hon. Rosperr Crosser, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CuHarrMan: This letter is in reply to your request of February 5, 
1951, for our comments concerning H. R. 2321, a bill to protect consumers and 
others against misbranding, false advertising, and false invoicing of fur products 
and furs. 

On February 8, 1951, we submitted to you our report on H. R. 538 and H. R. 
2099, both of which are bills similar to H. R 2321. In that report we expressed 
unfavorable comment with regard to certain of the provisions of the bills, and 
suggested alterations. ‘Two of those suggestions indicated that an opportunity 
should be granted to the retailer to substitute his own label on a fur product for 
the label of the manufacturer, and that descriptive terms, such as ‘‘mink-dyed 
muskrat’? should be allowed when labeling, invoicing, or advertising a fur product 
simulated to resemble another. 

H. R. 2321 provides satisfactorily for the first of these suggestions in section 
3 (e) on page 5, and for the second in sections 4 (3) on page 7, 5 (a) (5) on page 8, 
and 5 (b) (2) on page 9. 

Vith the exception of the two comments mentioned above, our r 
February 8 on H. R. 538 and H. R. 2099 is equally applicable to H. R. 232 

If we can be of further assistance, please call on us. 

Sincerely yours, 


eport of 
21. 


THomas W. 8. Davis, Acting Secretary of Commerce. 
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TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
Washington, March 7, 1951. 
Hon. Rosert Crosser, 
Chairman, Commitige on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. CHARMAN: Further reference is made to your letter of F ebruary 

_ 1951, requesting a statement of this Department’s views on the bill H. R. 2321, 
7 protect consumers and others against misbranding, false advertising, and false 
invoicing of fur products and furs. 

The proposed legislation would provide for the labeling of imported fur products 
with the true English name or names (as set forth in a name guide to be issued) of 
the animal or animals that produce the fur, and the country of origin of such furs. 
It also contains provisions relating to the invoicing of both fur and fur products 
ites into the United States. 

The ay is similar in its provisions to the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939 
(15 U. S. C. 68-68j), and it appears that the enforcement of the provisions of the 
bill as aa would apply to imported fur articles and fur would present problems 
similar to those resulting from the enactment of the Wool Products Labeling Act, 
In the light of the experience of this Department in the enforcement of that act, 
and the regulations thereunder, as they apply to imported wool products, the pro- 
posed legislation suggests no difficulties of administration which would warrant 
this Department in objecting to its becoming law. 

This Department has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there would 
be no objection to the submission of a similar report to your committee on H. R. 
538, a similar bill. 

Very truly yours, 
Joun 8S. GranHam, 
Acting Secretary of the Treasury. 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, D. C., February 19, 1951, 
Hon. Ropert Crosser, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
house of Representatives. 

My Dear Mr. Crosser: In accordance he your requests, the Department of 
State has reviewed H. R. 2099 and H. R. 2321, bills of the E ighty-secon "i Congress. 
First session, to protect consumers and pm coh against misbranding, false adver- 
tising, and false invoicing of fur products and furs. The Department does, not 
have any objection to either of the proposed bills. 

The Department has been informed by the Bureau of the Budget that there is 
no objection to the submission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
Jack K. McFa tt, 
Assistant Secretary 
(For the Secretary of State). 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
OrriIce OF THE Deputy ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
Washington, February 9, 1961, 
Hon. Rornert Crosser, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Fereign Commerce, 
House of Representatives. Washington, «4 


My Dear Mr. CuarrMan: This is in response to ye ur re quest 
the Department of Justice concerning the bill (H. R. 2321) to protect consumers 
and others against misbranding, false advertising, pion false invoicing of fur 
products and furs. 

The bill is modeled after the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939 (October 14, 
1940, 54 Stat. 1128; 15 U.S. C. 68) and would require the labeling of all fur. : ee 
fur products manufactured for or introduced in commerce It would make the 
misbranding or false or deceptive advertising or invoicing of fur or fur products an 
unfair method of competition, and an unfair practice under the Federal Trade 
Commission Act. The Federal Trade Commission would be required to is8u 
a Fur Products Name Guide setting forth the true English names of hair, fleece. 


and fur-bearing animals, which names would be required to be used in labeling, 


for the views of 
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advertising, and invoicing. Imported furs or fur products would also be required 
to be properly labeled and invoiced in compliance with the provisions of the 
measure, and a person who falsified invoices or a consignee’s declaration could 
be prohibited from importing such articles except upop filing bond to assure 
compliance with the requirements. Enforcement of the measure with respect 
to condemnation and injunction proceedings for the exclusion of misbranded or 
falsely advertised fur or fur products would be lodged primarily in the Federal 
Trade Commission. A violation of the measure would be deemed a misdemeanor 
and criminal proceedings for such violation would, after certification, be instituted 
by the Attorney General. 

Whether the bill should be enacted presents a question of legislative policy 
concerning which the Department prefers not to make any recommendation. ‘ 

The Director of the Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection 
to the submission of this report. 

Yours sincerely, 
PEYTON Forp, 
Deputy Attorney General. 





INTERSTATE COMMERCE CoMMISSION, 
Washington 25, April 16, 1951. 
Hon. Rospert Crosser, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear CHAIRMAN Crosser: Your letter of February 5, 1951, addressed to 
the Chairman of the Commission and requesting a report and comment on H. R. 
2321, introduced by Congressman O’Hara, to protect consumers and others 
against misbranding, false advertising, and false invoicing of fur products and 
furs, has been referred to our Legislative Committee. After careful consideration 
by that committee, I am authorized to submit the following comments in its 


behalf: 

H. R. 2321 appears to be almost identical with H. R. 538 upon which we reported 
to you January 18, 1951, stating that in its general aspects H. R. 538 did not relate 
to transportation; but suggesting a minor clarifying amendment to include freight 
forwarders within the exemption of public carriers from the bill. H. R. 2321 has 
been drafted in accordance with that suggestion, and we therefore have no objec- 
tion to it or other suggestions as to its wording. 

Respectfully submitted. 
Water M. W. SpLawy, 
Chairman, Legislative Committee 
CuHar.tes D. MAnAFFIE, 

Joun L. Rocers 


Mr. Becxwortn. In looking over the hearings on this subject 
held in the Eighty-first Congress and comparing the witnesses with 
the present list of those desiring to be heard at the hearing it is noted 
that all witnesses on the list for this morning appeared and testified 
in the previous hearings with the possible exception of two. It is, 
therefore, requested that the witnesses this morning undertake to 
brief as much as possible their previous testimony and thus inserting 
in the record this morning any additional material not previously 
given to the committee. Thus this procedure will save the time of 
the witnesses and of the committee. 

I might say in that connection, that the committee will appreciate, 
unless the given witness has some information that is materially 
different and new, that that request be observed, because the com- 
mittee does have a great deal of work before it, a number of hearings, 
that will require several days, doubtless, and since the record is com- 
plete in many particulars as supplied by he previous testimony of 
given witnesses, it is felt that this is not an unreasonable request. 

The first witness we shall have this morning is our former colleague 
and close friend, Senator Mead, of the Federal Trade Commission. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES M. MEAD, CHAIRMAN, FEDERAL 
TRADE COMMISSION 


Commissioner Meap. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee: In connection with what the chairman has just said with 
reference to the history of the proposed legislation, 1 wish to point 
out that our Commission filed a favorable report on the bill in Febru- 
ary last, and also in keeping with the admonition of the chairman, 
I shall not read that report; but I presume it will be made part of 
the record. 

Mr. Becxworrtu. That is true. 

Commissioner Merap. Fur product labeling legislation was a subject 
considered by this committee, as pointed out by the chairman, in the 
Eightieth and Eighty-first Congresses, and by reason of the favorable 
action taken upon it, it would ‘be a waste of time, in my opinion, to 
delay the proceeding of this hearing by a recitation on my part of the 
record established on those occasions. 

I merely want to point out that the committee can take justifiable 
pride in initiating legislation which the committee accomplished some 
10 years ago, and the work of our division in charge of the enforce- 
ment of wool labeling legislation, and the improvement in the indus- 
try affected by that legislation. The comments that come to us from 
all parts of the country would indicate that it is a marked success, 
and I am of the opinion that the enactment of this pending legislation 
will broaden and improve greatly the character and the type of busi- 
ness in this particularly new fie ld. 

So, I will reiterate our recommendation on the legislation intro- 
duced by Representative O’ Hara, and I will leave with you Mr. Henry 
Miller, the assistant general counsel, and Mr. Harvey Hannah, Chief 
of the Division of the Wool Act Administration. They have been 
here on several occasions in the past. They are familiar with the 
administration of the law already enacted concerning wool labeling, 
and they will be in a position to answer any and all of the questions 
that may be directed to them. I feel quite sure, on that score, because 
of their long association with this particular type of legislation. 

Other than that I merely want to thank the committee for the con- 
sideration they have given to the agency I have the honor to represent 
and to assure you that we are very proud of our relations and our 
associations with your committee. 

Mr. Beckwortrn. Thank you very much, Senator Mead. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOSEPH P. O’HARA, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 


Mr. Beckwortrn. The next witness we shall have is our colleague 
and the author of the bill, Representative O’Hara. 

Mr. O’Hara. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee: | 
believe that it is a fact that during the last session of Congress that 
| did not make a statement before the committee. I realize that the 
older members of the committee are fully familiar with the bill which 
has been twice unanimously reported out of this committee, and as 
the chairman has indicated, it passed the House and a similar intended 
bill has already been reported out of the Senate Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 
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Mr. Chairman, I appreciate that the will of the committee will be 
worked out upon whatever type of legislation I am urging the passage 
of. 

H. R. 2321, is the identical bill reported out of this committee 
which was given a rule unanimously by the Rules Committee and 
passed the House after a full debate in the Eighty-first Congress, 
without any dissenting votes. 

I believe there were two small, clarifying amendments included in 
that legislation which were adopted upon the floor of the House, one 
by my colleague Mr. Wilson of Oklahoma, and one by myself, which 
amendments appear in the bill. 

The bill is primarily designed, Mr. Chairman, to protect consumers 
from the practice of at least part of the fur trade, of using false or 
misleading statements in advertisements, of foreign animal names and 
glamorous, fictitious names for furs and fur products. 

Furs are particularly. susceptible to dyeing and processing, which 
tends to change their appearance. The manufacturing industry 
and it is a compliment to them—are so successful that they can dye, 
color, and change a fur, such as rabbit fur, to resemble a far more ex- 
pensive fur. This imitation, coupled with misleading and flamboyant 
statements in advertising, makes it easily possible for the purchasing 
public to be misled and deceived. 

In hearings before the committee, a great deal of testimony was 
received on these abuses. The record of the House hearings speak 
for themselves, but I should like to give you a few examples of names 
under which rabbit coats have been sold to the public. 

Beaverette. There is no such animal. But the name is very close 
to beaver, and the purchaser might well believe he was getting some 
kind of a beaver’s relative, when it is actually rabbit. 

Ermiuine. There is no such animal in existence, but the name is 
suggestive of ermine, which is an expensive fur. An ignorant pur- 
chaser might think he is buying ermine when he is buying ermiline. 

Lapin is the name of another fur coat. That is the French name for 
rabbit. 

Other names are Hudseal, mink coney, and sealine. All of them 
are rabbit furs. 

Muskrat has been described as Hudson seal, diver sable, and water 
mink. 

1 could go on for a long time. Any of the members who 
are interested in additional examples might have a look at the list of 
them set forth on page 70 of the hearings in the House. This list 
gives the designations used, the correct name of the fur, and the 
name and date of the publications in which the advertiser used such 
designation. 

Filed in the committee there are a number of photostatic copies 
of original advertisements taken from all over the country with these 
flamboyant, misleading, and deceptive terms in the advertising. 

The Federal Trade Commission has endeavored to correct some of 
these practices. lowever, these practices are so widespread that 
enforcement by the Federal Trade Commission, through its normal 
processes, is exceedingly difficult. Furthermore, such practices are 
engaged in frequently by retailers, who are beyond the reach of the 
Commission because they are engaged in intrastate rather than inter- 
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state commerce. Therefore, specific legislation on this subject is 
considered necessary. 

The remedy suggested in this bill is the mandatory invoicing of furs 
and the mandatory labeling of fur products moving in interstate or 
foreign commerce under the usual name of the animal that produced 
the fur. 

Let me say, Mr. Chairman, in that connection there were two 
changes, I believe, which were made by the House committee. The 
original bill which was introduced—and there were several—it has 
been written and rewritten in an attempt to meet some of the legiti- 
mate claims of the industry. 

I want to say that we had a provision in there which provided that 
if the fur product was made from a foreign animal the label should 
show that. The other provision was that if it was changed and given 
some fictitious name to represent some other animal than it was that 
it should show that it was processed to imitate. 

The subcommittee and the Eighty-first Congress adopted the lan- 
guage “proceed to simulate.’”” Now, the industry probably felt 
‘imitate’? was a stigma. The committee went along with the sub- 
committee and agreed with them. 

I am not arguing particularly about that, but I do feel that with 
reference to the provision as to whether it was made of a foreign fur 
should still be in the law. But it was not in the bill as reported by 
the subcommittee of either committee. 

In addition, the label or advertisement is to set forth other informa- 
tion vital to the consumer, such as, first, whether the garment contains 
used fur; second, whether the fur is dyed or bleached; and, third, 
whether the product is composed of waste fur or other inferior parts 
of the pelt. 

There is an excellent precedént for the kind of informative labeling 
proposed in this bill. As some of the members may well recall, in 
1939 Congress passed the Wool Products Labeling Act. This act, 
which was reported by the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, requires disclosure of the wool contents of a fabric or 
article. The act is also known as the Truth in Fabric Act. 

The Wool Products Labeling Act, while vigorously opposed at the 
time by many segments of the trade, is today recognized as an out- 
standing piece of consumers’ protective legislation. 

The Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee and the House 
of Representatives have indicated that they feel that similar protection 
is required for the purchasers of furs and fur products. 

In other words, Mr. Chairman, | do not think there is a single person 
today who raises his voice and says that the Wool Products Labeling 
Act should be changed or repealed or modified one iota. 

Now, if that is the Truth in Wool Act, then this should be known as 
the Truth in Fur Act, because it has identically the same purpose as 
the Wool Labeling Act. 

The fur-products labeling bill, like the Wool Products Labeling Act, 
would be administered by the Federal Trade Commission. The 
enforcement provisions of the fur-labeling bill closely follow those of 
the Wool Products Labeling Act. 

The Commission may issue cease-and-desist orders, and wherever 
necessary may resort to condemnation and injunctive proceedings. A 
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criminal penalty is also provided for willful violations of the provi- 
sions of the act. 

Of course, Mr. Chairman, that has to be reported to the Attorney 
General for action. 

The bill further directs the Federal Trade Commission to set up a 
register of names to be known as the Fur Products Name Guide. 
This guide would set forth the true English names of fur-bearing 
animals, or, in the absence of such a name, the name by which such 
animal can be properly identified in the United States. In order to 
correctly describe on the label or in the advertisement the name of 
the animal that produced the fur, the manufacturer would have to 
use the name set forth for such animal in the Fur Products Name 
Guide. 

The use of the name of an animal other than the animal that pro- 
duced the fur is allowed only if the name of such animal is preceded 
by the words “‘ processed to simulate.” This may sound complicated. 
However, it is quite simple. 

A bad practice has grown up in the fur industry of advertising 
muskrat, for example, as “‘mink-blended muskrat.’’ Of course, they 
cannot blend two different types of furs. That cannot be done, as | 
understand it from the gentlemen who are experts on this matter, but 
what they are doing is to give it, of course, the connotation of adjec- 
tively mink blended so as to create the impression that it is mink, at 
least partly mink. What that conveys to the consumer, I am not 
quite sure. 4am reasonably sure, however, that it is, to say the least, 
confusing to the consumer. 

If the bill is enacted, such muskrat coat would either have to be 
advertised and labeled purely and simply as a muskrat coat or, if the 
manufacturer or retailer insists on using the word ‘‘mink”’ in connec- 
tion with muskrat, he would have to* advertise or label the coat as 
“muskrat processed to simulate mink.”’ In this way, the consumer will 
be absolutely certain as to what he is getting. 

To summarize this all briefly: 

The abuses which this bill aims to cure are very widespread. At- 
tempts to eliminate these abuses under the Federal Trade Commission 
Act itself have failed. The Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com- 
mittee of the House was unanimous in the belief that legislation is 
required to protect consumers of furs and fur products, and that in 
this case the pattern set so successfully by the Wool Products Label- 
ing Act should be followed. 

The effect of this bill will be to require honest, fair labeling and 
honest advertising, and will afford protection of a very substantial 
character, not only to the buying public but also to the industry and 
trades engaged in the fur business. 

Certainly, | would be the first to state that many of those engaged 
in this industry are honorable, high-type people. There is also the 
other type who are out to deceive the public and to mislead them. 
This legislation is imperative to make it possible to adequately reach 
the evils in question. 

1 am reliably informed by some of the expert processors that even 
many of the buye ‘rs and operators of high-class stores themselves are 
inexpert in judging furs which are sold to them, which means that 
these honorable dealers are the victims of fraud which they innocently 
pass on to the general public. 
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As one instance of that, Mr. Chairman, the Congressional Record 
will show one of the Members of Congress during the debate on this 
bill told of going and buying what he thought was an ermine coat. 
When he had it a few days, of course, or a short time, he realized 
that it was not a fur coat. It was rabbit, and the merchant who sold 
it to him was just as much deceived as was the gentleman who bought 
the coat. 

The practice of taking some cheap fur and giving it a high-sounding 
name, implying that it comes from some northern climate, and with 
flamboyant titles which indicate that the fur is something which it is 
not, is the rankest kind of fraud. 

People generally have the impression that the better furs come from 
the northern climates. That is not necessarily true. Excellent furs 
are produced in the southern climates, such as Louisiana, Maryland, 
and Virginia. 

It is also true that many furs are advertised as coming from some 
foreign land and are sold on the basis that they are long-wearing and a 
very fine fur, when, as a matter of fact, some of these highly advertised 
fur coats are not as long-wearing as some of the furs produced in this 
country. 

I am particularly thinking, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee, of the muskrat coat. The muskrat coat is probably, as I 
understand from the fur industry, as fine a product for the money as a 
person could buy, for both wearing ability and wearing qualities, and 
colors. 

The industry itself has many problems, and this bill has been written 
and rewritten in order to remove what would be any undue harassment 
to the industry. 

As an illustration, I am reliably informed that one of the representa- 
tives of a large fur-manufacturing group in the city of New York 
had appealed for advice to the Federal Trade Commission, dealing 
with the action of certain buyers who, after negotiating for the pur- 
chase of a number of fur coats made of wombat, which is a sort of 
ground squirrel, insisted that the coats be invoiced to them as Russian 
weasel instead of wombat, and would not take the coats unless they 
were so invoiced by these dealers. Now, Russian weasel would be a 
false name, as these other animals are a type of ground squirrel and 
are not of the weasel family and, further, are not as valuable or as 
long-wearing fur. From this you can see what the decent industry 
is up against in these negotiations in the give-and-take of the fur 
trade. 

Now, I realize that many of these gentlemen who are here opposing 
this bill have continuously opposed it from the first hearing on to 
the last. I presume they will continue to oppose it. Personally, 
I have tried to meet with the industry whenever they have asked for 
it. I have tried to work these matters out to have a fair and a good 
bill. 

These gentlemen will claim that there is no consumer demand for 
this type of legislation. Now, I have quite a file of letters, and | 
should like to read into the record two letters which I have received, 
Mr. Chairman, which are illustrative of the need of this type of 
legislation. 

The first one is a letter which I received shortly after this bill 
passed the House, from New Orleans, La. I inserted it in the Con- 
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gressional Record. It is dated July 18, page 84807, which reads as 
follows: 


Congressman O’Hara, of Minnesota. 

Dear Sir: Enclosed is a page of the Louisiana Retailers’ Bulletin which you 
will be interested in reading. It represents the opinion of one man. Thousands 
of retailers are in favor of your bill to require more labeling of furs. 

Customers, as you probably know, have been getting gypped for years by the 
crooks in the fur business. In the trade, they say: “It is a skin game in more ways 
than one.”’ , 

The hundreds of prosecutions in the files of the Federal Trade Commission 
will show how necessary your bill is. 

You know that there are more than 150 trade names for rabbit skin alone, 
including Baltie lion. Women absolutely do not know what these trade names 
mean. They do not know that Chinese wool, for example, is plain old dog. 

Not one woman in a thousand knows that a marmink is a groundhog dved to 
look like a mink. Northern seal, I know has frequently been sold as genuine 
seal, although it is clipped rabbit, dved black. 

The very best of luck to you, and God bless vou for introduciug that bili. The 
publie will be grateful. 

Mr. Chairman, another type of letter which I received is the fol- 
lowing: It is dated August 15, 1948, and is from Cicero, Il. 


Dear Mr. O’Hara: I have just finished reading your article in the August 
issue of the American magazine, and I wish I would have known some of the 
things I read there 3% years ago. 

When I was 18, I managed to save $350 to buy my first fur coat. was il 
August. When I passed this fur store in the neighborhood, I saw this beautiful 
gray fur coat in the window. That was my coat. Everyone that passed stopped 
and looked and admired it. I went in and tried it on, and it looked even more 
beautiful on, and it was just $300. 

These people did seem quite anxious to sell the coat. At the time I thought 
they only realized my enthusiasm and wanted me to be happy. They assured 
me I would never see another fur coat like it, which was true. I never saw 
another one there except in this store. 

Well, I got my coat around Christmas, and I was so happy with it until I 
noticed every time I moved it the fur flew out all around like a cloud of smoke. 
Soon little bald spots appeared. I called up the store salesman, and he reassured 
me all new fur coats did that, and they would fix it with the first cleaning. 

I guess I forgot to mention my coat is a chinchillete, or Russian lamb, or supposed 
to be. 

Well, then, I was satisfied for a while. This loosening of fur kept on, and then 
the coat got such an awful odor it was unbearable. People would look at me 
and actually move away in the theater. My entire closet was unbearable, and 
other clothing acquired the odor. 

When I was disgusted and took the coat back, he told me that all coats smelled 
like that, and would not give me any satisfaction. Finally, after enough com- 
plaint, he said he would have a new coat made for me, but the same kind, which 
he did. 


This lasted just 3 weeks when the same thing happened, only in this coat the 


Tt 


fur turned a sick-green color. He would no longer have anything more to do with 
me and told me I spilled something on the coat to make it green. 
Here I am stuck with this coat. When I went to have it put in storage, no one 


would accept it or clean it because of the condition, odor, and color. I don’t 
know when I will ever be able to afford another fur coat; but, believe me, when I 
do, I will investigate the people I buy from first. 

Mr. O’Hara, if there is anything you could do to save people from having this 
happen, I think it would be the most wonderful thing in the world. 

Mr. Chairman, with most people who go to buy a fur coat, whether 
it is the chairman of this committee or myself, or some poor girl who 
has probably cheated herself out of the necessary food to buy the 
garment which she wants—and, of course, a fur coat is as much desired, 
I presume, by a girl or a young woman or a woman as to us, as a young 
man, an automobile was—they are both major investments. 
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The public knows nothing about these furs. I would not any more 
pretend to know what a fur coat was made of, without some expert 
to advise me—I would have to depend on them; and the average person 
is the same way; they know nothing about furs. 

As a result—and I say this with all deference to the decent, honest 
people who are in the fur industry, who tell you exactly what you are 
getting, approximately how long it will wear, and how to take care 
of it, as compared with the other element who are in a racket—they 
are trying to cheat and take the public, and have done a beautiful 
job of it for a number of years. And I think, Mr. Chairman, it is 
time that the Congress legislate on this, so that it is a protection not 
only to the public but to the decent people in the industry. 

And I should think that some of them would come in and testify— 
and I am sorry to say that they have not. I have some letters which 
[ might read, from the industry, one or two. They are limited and 
they say “We need this.” I am informed that the decent people in 
the industry do not want to come up here and testify against some of 
their brothers in the same industry. 

Mr. Cuarrman. I have concluded my testimony. If there are 
anv questions I can answer, | will be happy to do so. 

Mr. Douuiver. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Becxworrtu. Mr. Dolliver. 

Mr. Dotiiver. Mr. O'Hara, I just want te ask two questions. 
One is, Is this precisely the same bill, this H. R. 2321, as the one 
which was reported in the Eighty-first Congress? 

Mr. O’Hara. It is precisely, except, Mr. Dolliver, for the two 
perfecting amendments, which were included and passed on the floor. 

Mr. Do.utver. So this is the actual bill which passed in the 
Kighty-first Congress? 

Mr. O’Hara. Identically. It was my thought, I might say to you, 
Mr. Dolliver, and to the members of the committee, that this com- 
mittee having gone over this in the extensive hearings and writing 
the legislation, that it exemplified the way the committee feels after 
all its deliberations, and why take up the time of the committee in 
attempting to change the bill? 

I think that is a great deal of time and thought was put on it. I 
believe you were on the subcommittee of which Mr. Sadowski was 
the chairman, which gave a great deal of consideration to this in the 
hearings. 

Mr. Do.utver. The other question is this: Like you, I have been 
considerably disturbed by some opposition that has developed and 
correspondence that has come to my desk from the reputable members 
of the fur industry. 

Could you, sir, enlighten the committee further on that situation? 

Mr. O’Hara. Oh, yes; 1 would be happy to. I have a couple from 
your State which have come in tome. What they were talking about 
was not in 2321. What they were concerned about was the labeling 
and the substitution of the labels, as we have prescribed it, and when I 
called their attention to subsection (e) on page 5 they said, “Well, this 
has been misrepresented to us completely, because that language gives 
us the protection that we want.” 

Now, I would say that, frankly, I think there has been a concerted 
effort on the part of certain in the industry to appeal to the fine type of 
storekeepers and operators that we have, to get them all disturbed 
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about the bill, and that it has been misrepresented to them in part, 
at least, and I think it is only fair to say that I do not blame them for 
being disturbed; but I do not think they understand what is in the bill. 
That iswhat I assume. Of course, it is up to the committee to deter- 
mine what will be reported out by the committee. 

Mr. Dotutver. It is your view and the view of the Eighty-first 
Congress, that the legislation will not harm the legitimate operators? 

Mr. O’Hara. It will not. 

Mr. Dotutver. It will put a crimp in the man who is trying to 
defraud the public. 

Mr. O’Hara. It will. 

Mr. Priest. Mr. Chairman. 

The CHairMan. Mr. Priest. 

Mr. Prisst. Just one or two questions. Mr. Dolliver asked one 
of them. 

I was anxious to know if the bill is identical except for the clarifying 
amendments which I understand you to say were included on the 
floor of the house. I understood you to say that was the same 
except for those clarifying amendments. 

Mr. O’Hara. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Priest. Then one other question, Mr. O’Hara. As I recall 
from the past consideration of the bill, the manufacturer is required 
under the bill to put the label on the finished product. 

Mr. O’Hara. That is correct. 

Mr. Priest. Now, in line with that, assuming that a manufacturer 
falsely labels an article and the retailer accepts that article and sells 
it to a customer, when it comes to the question of invoking a criminal 
penalty, is the retailer equally liable with the manufacturer, if he 
sells that falsely labeled garment? 

Mr. O’Hara. I would assume if he knowingly did so. 

Mr. Priest. Willfully did so. 

Mr. O’Hara. Or willfully did. If he did it innocently, as I under- 
stand has happened, I do not think he would be held to be guilty of 
any violation. 

Mr. Prizsr. It would in your opinion then have to be a case of 
knowingly and willfully doing so. 

Mr. O'Hara. Yes. 

Mr. Carztyte. Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrMAN. Mr. Carlyle. 

Mr. Cartyte. Congressman O’Hara, your statement has been very 
clear and informative. 

Mr. O’Hara. Thank you, Mr. Carlyle. 

Mr. Carty.e. I am very happy I have had this opportunity to 
obtain this valuable information relative to this important subject. 

Now, ordinary interest impels me to ask this question: Did this 
woman receive any refund? 

Mr. O’Hara. You mean the one who wrote me this letter, who got 
gypped? 

Mr. Caruyue. Yes. 

Mr. O’Hara. Apparently not a dime. At least she did not say so 
in the letter. 

Mr. Caruy.e. That is all. 

Mr. Beckwortu. Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrman. Mr. Beckworth. 
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Mr. Beckwortn. Mr. O’Hara, to what extent have you had any 
information that would disclose the position of these people who supply 
the furs, say the rabbit furs, to the manufacturers for the purpose of 
making these coats? To what extent have you had or heard any op- 
position or an indication of opposition from them? We will say that 
they are people who supply the rabbit furs. Have you heard whether 
they are great concerned? 

Mr. O’Hara. No, sir; I have not. I think that the decent part of 
that industry know there is a field for the sale of rabbit fur. It isa 
cheaper coat. It is a nice looking coat and it sells, of course, much 
cheaper than the average more expensive fur; but a person who is 
buying such a coat knows it has a limited lifetime. I have not heard 
any opposition from those people as individuals or as the industry 
itself toward this type of legislation. I am sure they do not want to 
sell rabbit fur, the decent part of the industry, for something that it is 
not. They have a market for their rabbit fur and will always have. 

Mr. Beckworrn. That is all. 

The CuarrMAN. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. Hae. Mr. Chairman. 

The CHArRMAN. Mr. Hale. 

Mr. Hate. Mr. O’Hara, has the Senate passed any bill in the 
present Congress? 

Mr. O’Hara. The Senate has reported it out of the committee. 
Senator Johnson’s bill has been reported out, but it has not been 
passed. It is on the floor. 

Mr. Hate. Is the Senate bill identical with yours? 

Mr. O’Hara. No;I think the Johnson bill is similar to the first bill 
I introduced, Mr. Hale. I think it is either similar to H. R. 538 or 
H. R. 2099. 

Mr. Hare. H. R. 538 and H. R. 2099, previous bills introduced in 
the House, in the present Congress? 

Mr. O’Hara. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hate. Who introduced them? 

Mr. O’Hara. I did. One of them was an exact copy. 

Mr. Hate. H. R. 2321 represents your struggle toward perfection; 
is that right? 

Mr. O’Hara. It is the struggle to what was legislative perfection in 
the way of what came out of the committee; yes, sir. 

Mr. Hane. I think you should be complimented, Mr. O’Hara. 

Mr. O'Hara. Thank you, Let me say that a member of the staff 
has just called my attention to the fact that Senator Johnson intro- 
duced S. 508, which was reported favorably by the Senate Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce on February 5, 1951. S. 508 
is identical with H. R. 2099. That has not passed the Senate, however. 

Mr. Hate. Is this exactly the same as the bill that passed in the 
Kighty-first Congress? 

Mr. O’Hara. Yes, sir; with the amendments which were included 
in the House debate, perfecting amendments. 

Mr. Haute. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Rosperts. Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrman. Mr. Roberts. 

Mr. Roserts. Mr. O’Hara, I would like to join in what the gentle- 
man from North Carolina, Mr. Carlyle, said about your statement. 
I think you have made a very fine statement. 
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Mr. O'Hara. Thank you. 

Mr. Roserts. There is one thing I would like to ask, though, and 
that is this: Are you convinced from the evidence that you have seen, 
the letters and the telegrams and the people who have contacted you, 
that there is a great deal more fraud and misleading advertising in the 
fur industry than perhaps anything else and that is why you think it 
should be singled out and this type of legislation should be enacted? 

Mr. O’Hara. Yes, sir. I will say this, Mr. Roberts: Since the 
initiation of this legislation, I think there has been some considerable 
improvement in the type of flamboyant adve rtising which I have re- 
ferred to; that it does deal more fairly with the description of the fur; 
but I think it is a result of the attempt to legislate on it as much as 
anything else. 

You will have before you some men from the Federal Trade Com 
mission who are engaged in the administration of that sort of thing 
and 1 would much prefer that you weigh their testimony in that 

regard rather than mine, because they have had a great deal more 
aaa with it then lL have, Mr. Roberts. 

Mr. Rogerts. Well, generally speaking, would you say that this 
is true, that State laws are inadequate to protect the consumer? 

Mr. O’Hara. In the shipments in interstate commerce; yes, sir 
Some States have protective legislation. Most do not. I do not 
know just what the status of that, throughout the country, is. 

Mr. Rope rts. I believe that is all, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrMAN. Are there any further questions? If not, we 
thank you very much, Mr. O’ Hara. 

Mr. O'Hara. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the 
committee, very much. 

The CHarrMAN. I have a letter from Congressman Coudert, of 
New York, which will be made a part of the record at this point. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 

House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., March 30, 1951. 
Re fur labeling bills. 
Hon. RoBertT CROSSER, 
Chairman of the Hlouse Committee on Interstate and Foreiqn Commerce, 


Washington, D. C. 
DeaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Since my congressional district embraces the major 


portion of the entire fur industry, including the manufacturing, wholesaling, and 
retailing fields as they exist in New York City, I am prompted to address myself 
to the fur labeling bills pending before your committee. Patent difficulties whic! 

nate bill 508, now awaiting final passage in the Senate, presents to the fur trade 
have been made known to me by constituents. I, therefore, urge that any bill 


reported by the House committee make provisions to meet three basic problems 
apparent to the members of that industry. These provisions are set forth as 
follows: 

1. The bill should not require that the label on a fur article state the origin of 


the fur. A requirement of this nature would present an extremely difficult 
practical problem as fur skins are frequently shipped and transshipped many 
times before reaching their ultimate destination. Thus the limited objective to 


be achieved would impose a burden on the industry that would be grossly unfair 

2. Provision should be made to permit merchants to carry in their advertising 
and on their labels the legend that a fur article has been processed to simulate 
another fur when such is the case. This would enable furriers to advertise their 
offerings in a fair and intelligent manner and would in no way impair the protectiv: 
features of the bill. 

3. Provision should be made permitting retailers to substitute their own labels 
containing the required legend instead of those required to be placed on fur 
articles by their sources of supply. This is necessary in order to prevent com- 
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petitors from gaining access to a retailer’s source of supply and further to curb 
a steadily growing diversion of consumer trade from the retailer to a so-called 
wholesaler and manufacturing source. 

The incorporation of the above propositions in my estimation in no way affect 
the fundamental objectives of a fur labeling bill. Their exclusion, I am advised, 
will cause serious problems in the fur industry. 

I am hopeful that the House Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
will see fit to act favorably on them. 

Believe me with assurances of warm regard, 

Very faithfully yours, 
FreperIC R. Couperrt, Jr. 

The Cuarrman. We will now hear from Mr. Miller of the Federal 
Trade Commission. 


STATEMENT OF HENRY MILLER, ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL, 
FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Mitier. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, in 
appearing here today I have a prepared statement. It follows very 
closely the statement that was made on this legislation in the last 
session at hearings before this committee and also hearings before the 
Senate committee. If it is not vour desire that I give this in full, in 
view of the fact that it is repetitious to a certain extent, I shall merely 
offer the statement for the record and briefly summarize its contents. 

The CHarrMan. Very well. 

(The statement referred to appears later.) 

Mr. Miuuer. We have had much experience in the Federal Trade 
Commission in regard to advertising and deceptive labeling of fur 
products, under the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission Act 
which prohibits the use in interstate commerce of unfair and decep- 
tive acts or practices. While much corrective action has been taken 
from time to time under that provision of law, the matter covered by 
this bill cannot presently be adequately reached. 

The legislation here, we feel, will correct the problem, because 
Congress has power to require truthful labeling on merchandise 
shipped in interstate commerce and under two decisions at least, 
cited in my statement, it has the power to require that the truthful 
label remain on the product until it reaches the ultimate consumer, 
even though the last sale may have been only on a local basis. 

The great difficulty that has arisen in relation to fur, centers largely 
in local newspaper advertising, by which the products are represented 
to the ultimate consumer coupled with lack of proper labeling. The 
problem of reaching that advertising is a difficult one, in view of the 
fact that for the most part local advertising is entirely intrastate 
commerce. However, when an article is truthfully labeled the truth 
then becomes available, in the open, to the consumer and this provides 
a check against misrepresentation in the advertisement. Moveover, 
it is generally well recognized, I think, that advertisers will not indulge 
in false statements in their advertisements when they know that the 
truth of the matter will be exposed to the consumer, to whom the 
advertisement is directed. Under those circumstances, consumer 
reaction against advertising that can be determined to be false by the 
consumer is such that the advertiser will quickly give it up as not a 
paying proposition. Consequently, the insistence upon truthful label- 
ing down through the channels of trade to the ultimate consumer will 
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provide a corrective not only with respect to labeling but also with 
respect to advertising, where the source of evil largely resides. 

The history of fur advertising and fur labeling is permeated with 
the use of animal names on furs that indicate a higher grade fur of a 
different animal than is in fact the one that has produced the fur. 

As Congressman O’Hara remarked—lI think he said over 50 pur- 
ported animal names have been known to have beenused on rabbit 
fur without revealing the fact that it was rabbit. 

I have in my statement listed a number of those names, all giving 
the impression of a very high-grade fur; a more costly fur than rabbit. 

For example, rabbit has been labeled or called arctic seal, beaverette, 
ermiline, lapin, galland squirrel, muskratine, marmotine, leopardine, 
Hudseal, castorette, chapchillas, minkony, nutriette, visonette, moline, 
sealine, and many other similar names. 

Other names have likewise been used for different fur than was in 
fact the case. 

Muskrat, the report shows, has had these improper designations: 
Hudson seal, river sable, water mink, Hudsonia, and so forth. 

And so on through we find that virtually all of the lower-quality 
furs have had applied to them names to indicate an entirely different 
animal than is in fact the case. Among many of the animal designa- 
tions that have been used were names that indicated furs of specific 
animals, when in fact there are no such animals at all. Among those 
are such names as: ‘‘American Wombat,’’ which has been used for 
dyed lamb; ‘‘Blue Japanese Wolf,’’ for dyed goat; ‘““Coney-Leopart,”’ 
for dyed and spotted rabbit; ‘“Ercomine,”’ for dyed kidskin; ‘‘Galopin,’ 
for dyed rabbit; ‘“‘Lacoon,” for mediterranean sheep; “Linette,’’ for 
dyed ringtail cat; ‘‘Loutrine,”’ for dyed muskrat; ‘‘Mand-O-Coon,”’ for 
dyed lamb; ‘‘Marcoon,”’ for marmot dyed to imitate raccoon; ‘“Mar- 
mink,’’ for dyed marmot. 

Marmink, for example, would indicate, I think, to the average 
consumer that that is the true name of an animal, where in fact it is 
wholly fictitious. There is no fur-bearing animal by the name of 
marmink. 

During the last hearings, we had here and before the Senate com- 
mittee a large number of advertising clippings which illustrate the 
type of representations that were under discussion. I have here a 
list showing the name of the newspaper, the designation used, and the 
correct name of the fur as set out in the advertisements. And in 
addition to that I have a supplemental list which brings that rather up 
to date, containing illustrations and questionable names used during 
the past current season, as well as in previous seasons which the lists 
formerly introduced covered. 

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I offer these lists for the 
record. 

The CHAarRMAN. Yes. 

(The list referred to is as follows: ) 
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Name and date of publication 





Utica (N. Y.) Daily Press, Jan. 3, 1949--__| 


Wilmington (Del.) Journal, Jan. 6, 1949. 


Lowell (Mass.) Sun, Jan. 13, 1949 
Waterbury (Conn.) Republican, Feb. 3, 
1949. 


Duluth (Minn.) News-Tribune, Jan. 27, 


1949. 


(lowe) Democrat and 


Davenport 
Leader, Jan. 26, 1949. 

Chattanooga Team) Times, Jan. 27, 
1949. 


Gary (Ind.) Post-Tribune, Feb. 9, 1949_- 


Hammond (Ind.) Times, Feb. 9, 1949... 
Grand Rapids (Mich.) Press, Mar. 18, 


1949. 

Hagerstown (Md.) Daily Mail, Feb. 
11, 1949 

Hagerstown (Md.) Daily Mail, Feb. 
9, 1949. 

Rochester (N. Y.) Times-Union, Mar. 
31, 1949. 

Rochester (N. Y.) Times-Union, Apr. 
18, 1949 


Wilkes-Barre (Pa.) Times-Leader, Jan. 
7, 1949. 


Grand Rapids (Mich.) Press, Jan. 7, 


1949, 


Portland (Oreg.) Journal, Jan. 10, 1949- 

Utica (N. Y.) Daily Press, Jan. 7, 1949 

Hagerstown (Md.) Daily Mail, Feb. 
1949, 

Hagerstown (Md.) Daily Mail, Feb. 11, 
1949. 

Washington (D. C.) Star, Jan. 2 

Grand Rapids (Mich.) Press, 
1949, 

Grand Rapids (Mich.) Press, Jan. 3, 
1949, 

Pittsburgh (Pa.) Press, Jan. 5, 1949.... 

Pittsburgh (Pa.) Press, Jan. 7, 1949_... 

Pittsburgh (Pa. ) Press, Jan. 11, 1949_- 

Utica (N. Y.) Daily Press, Dec. 27, 1948. 


, 1949 


Pawtucket (R. I.) Times, Dec. 27, 
Pawtucket (R. I.) Times, Jan. 5, 1949... 
Utica (N. Y.) Daily Press, Dec. 27, 1948. 
Pawtucket (R. I.) Times, Dec. 27, 1948.. 
Pawtucket (R. I.) Times, Jan. 5, 1949_- 

Lowell (Mass. ) Sun. Jan. 13, 1949 
Wilmington (Del. ) Journal, Jan. 6, 1949 


Pittsburgh (Pa.) Press, Jan. 21, 1949___- 


Pittsburgh, Pa_.__. - 
Wilmington (Del. ) Journal, Jan. 6, 1949. 


Lowell (Mass. ) Sun. Dec. 29, 1948.......- 


9, | Ocelot stenciled lapin.. 
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Fur advertisements 


Designation used 


Mendoza beaver. ........-...- 
| Laskin mouton.-. 

Mink muskrat. 
Squirrelette 

Beaverette 

American broadtail - 
Mouton 

Beaver-dyed mouton 
Squirrelette 

Minklette 

| Northern seal 

Marmink-. : 

Black mouton 

Brown moutons 

Ombre stripe mouton - . 
Black sealines ¥ 

| Beaverettes 

Bombay lamb 

Leopard skin mouton lamb 


American broadtail - -- 


Grey 

tail. 
Russian mink - 
Northern civet cat_...- 


American super broad tail_-- 

Ocelot stenciled lapin......-- 

Mountain sable..............- 
. es a 


Black dyed seal 
Stenciled leopard 
Striped mouton.... 

Brown seal 

Mendoza Beaver_ 

Northern black seal_. 

| Government nutria ‘seal__ 

Let out mink dyed marmink 
Hudson seal a 
Northern sealine 
Marmink - 

Black kid caracul 
Marmink_. 


} , 
American super broadtail_... 


"Jan. 5, 


| Spotted lapin.- 


Mouton 


Blue~<lyed Hudson seal... -- 
Genuine civet cat....... 


Leopard spotted cat paw. 
Spotted leopard cat. -- .-- 
Mouton sables- 

Mouton 


| Beaver-dyed moutons.. Sarthe 


1948_.| 


Leopard cat........... enshon 
Marmink..._. 
Beaver-dyed moutons.......-_- 
Leopard cat 
Marmink eas 
Beaver-dyed mouton_..-.----- 
oo 
Beaverette noes 
American broad tail... uivieb 
Mouton. _. e ee i 
Beige-dyed lapin.. =e ae 
Bombay lamb- ae 
EE OE ee ee 
American broadtail.- 
Hudson seal... _...- 
a 
aa ae 
Beaver-dyed mouton........-. 


| 





Correct name of fur 


Dyed rabbit. 
Dyed lamb. 
Mink dyed muskrat. 
Fictitious name. 
Dyed rabbit. 
Processed lamb, 
Dyed lamb. 

Do. 


| Fictitious name. 


dyed American broad- | 


0. 

Dyed rabbit. 
Fictitious name. 
Processed lamb. 

Do. 

Do. 
Dyed rabbit. 

Do. 
Indian dyed lamb. 
(?). 


Processed lamb. 
Do. 


Russian marmot. 
Little spotted skunk 


Processed lamb. 
Dyed rabbit. 
Bassarisk. 

Do. 


Rabbit. 

Do. 
Dyed lamb. 
Rabbit. 

Do. 

Do. 
(?). 
Fictitious name. 
Dyed muskrat. 
Dyed rabbit. 
Fictitious name. 
Dyed kid. 
Fictitious name. 
Dyed rabbit. 


Processed lamb. 


Dyed muskrat. 
Little spotted skunk 
Processed lamb. 

South American spotted cat 
Spotted cat. 

Bassarisk 

P rocessed lamb. 

Dyed rabbit. 

Processed lamb. 


South American spotted cat. 


Fictitious designation. 
Processed lamb. 
South American spotted cat. 
Fictitious name. 
Processed lamb. 
Fictitious name 
Do 
Processed lamb. 
Do 
Dyed rabbit. 
Dyed Indian lamb. 
Do. 
Processed lamb. 
Dyed muskrat. 
South American spotted cat. 
Fictitious name. 
Processed lamb. 
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FUR LABELING 


Fur advertisements—Continued 


Name and date of publication 


Washington (D. C.) Daily News, Jan. 


14, 1949 
Seattle 
27, 1949. 


(Wash. ) Post-Intelligencer, Jan. 


Rochester (N. Y.) Times-Union, Jan. 


28, 1049. 


Pawtucket (R. I.) Times, Jan. 26, 1949 


Grand Rapids (Mich 
1949. 


Press, Jan 


21, 


Pittsburgh (Pa.) Press, Jan. 28, 1949 


Davenport (Iowa 
Leader, Jan. 20, 1949 
Davenport (lowa) 
Leader, Jan. 16, 1949 


Der 


Waterbury (Conn Rep 
27, 1949 
Waterbury (Conn 


2, 1949. 


(Iowa 
20, 1949 


Davenport 
Leader, Jan 









nocrat 


tblican, 


Republican, 


Democrat and 


and} 


Jan. 


Feb. 


Democrat and 


Portland (Oreg.) Oregon-Journal, Feb 
7, 1949 

New Orleans (La rimes-Picayune, 
Jan. 31, 1949 

Rochester (N. Y.) Times-Union, Mar. 
2, 1949 

South Bend (Ind rribune, Dec. 12, 
1048 

South Bend (Ind.) Tribune, Jan. 2, 1949 

Wilkes-Barre (Pa.) Time eader, Jan 
7, 1949 

Oklahoma City (Okla Daily Okla- 
homan, Dec. 26, 1948 

Oklahoma City (Okla Daily Okla- 
homan, Dec. 22, 1948 

Oklahoma City (Okla.) Daily Okla- 
homan, Jan. 3, 1949 

Oklahoma ( (Okla Daily Okla- 
homan, Dec. 26, 1948 

Milwaukee (Wis. ) Journal, Jan. 2, 1949 

Milwaukee (Wis.) Journal, Dec. 26, 1948 

Milwaukee (Wis. ) Journal, Jan. 7, 1949 

Milwaukee (Wis. ) Journal, Jan. 5, 1949 

Milwaukee (Wis. ) Journal, Jan. 7, 1949 

Springfield (Tll.) Iinois State Register, 
Jan. 2, 1949 

Springfield (1ll.) Illinois State Register 
Jan. 5, 1949. 

Kansas City (Kans. ) Kansas City Star, 
Nov. 21, 1948 


Springfield, (Ul. ) Minois St: 


Jan. 6, 1949 


Nashville 
1949, 


Penn 


Tenne 


ate Register, 


ean, Jan 


23, 


Designation used 


Brown bay seal...__.-- 
Spotted lapin._...__...-- 
American broad tail... - oa 


Laskin lamb 


Laskin moutons 
Nelson moutons 
Dunhill moutons 
Leopard dyed lapin 


Stencil lapin- - 
Sealine 7 
Hudson seal 
Northern seal 
Ge22- 
American broad tail 
Marmink " 
Mouton 
Leopard cat 


Kussian dyed marmink a“ 


Fitted mouton 
Laskin monuton 
Northern seal... : 
Leopard lapin —_ 
Mouton 

Sealine 

Mouton “ i 
Leopard-dyed lapin 


Lovely moutons 
Grey-dyed Bombay lamb 
Leopard cat 

Mouton ‘ 

Bombay lamb 

Mouton 

Leopard stencil mouton 
Mouton 

Civet cat 

Mouton lamb 

Mendoza beaver 
Northern black seal 
Striped mouton 
Grey-dyed Bombay lam! 
Leopard cat 


Pieced beaverette 
Alaskan mouton lamb 
Mouton lamb 
Bombay lamb 

Lapin 

Hudson Bay sable 
American broad tail 


Leopard cat 

Gray Bombay lamb 
Civet cat 

Leopard cat 
American broad tail 


Leopard lapin 
able crest coney 
Beaver-dyed mouton 
Leopard cat paw 
Leopard stenciled lapin 
Mouton lamb 

Sealine 

Mouton lamb 

Bombay lamb paw 
Marminks 

Mendoza beaver 
Northern seal 

Mouton lamb 

Sable squirrel 

Grey Bombay lamb 
Mouton 


Leopard stenciled lapin 
Mountain sable 
Alaskan mouton lamb 
Sable squirrel 

Mouton lamb 


Correct name of fur 


Dyed rabbit. 
Do. 
Processed lamb 


Do 


Do 

Do 

Do 
Dyed rabbit. 


Do 
Do. 
Dyed muskrat. 
Dyed rabbit 
Do 
ssed lamb 
ous name. 
ocessed lamb. 
A. spotted cat 
ictitious name 
rocessed 'amb 
Do 
Dyed rabbit. 
Do 
Processed lamb. 
Dyed rabbit 
Processed lamb. 
Dyed rabbit. 


Processed lamb. 
Dyed Indian lamb 
South American spotted cat 
Dyed lamb. 

Dyed Indian lamb. 

Dyed lamb. 

Do 
Little spotted skunk 
Dyed lamb 
Dyed rabbit 

Do 
Dyed lar 
Dyed Ind 
South Ame 








b 
in lamb 
rican spotted cat 


Dyed rabbit. 
Dyed lamb. 
Do 
Dyed Indian 
Dyed rabbit 

Americal 


lamb 


larten 


] b precessed to imitate 


AM 

broad tai] 
South American spotted cat. 
Dyed Indian lamb 


Little spotted skunk 
South American spotted cat. 
Lamb processed to imitate 


broad tail 

Dved rabbit 
Do 

Dyed lamb 
South American spotted cat 
Dyed rabbit 
Dyed lamb 
Fictitious 
ed lamb 
ed Indian lamb 
ynimal 
ibbit 


animal designation 

yx 

dy 
tit 


rs 
blo 


Dy 
I 
Fk lesignation 
Dyed r 
Do 
Dyed lamb 
Dyed squirrel 
Dyed Indian lamb 
Dyed lamb. 


Dyed rabbit 
Bassarisk 
Dyed lamb 
Dyed squirrel 
Dyed lamb 





litate 


sat. 
pat. 
iitate 
cat 
ation 


ation 


FUR LABELING 


Fur advertisemenis—Continued 


Name and date of publication 


Los Angeles (Calif. ) Times, Jan. 14, 1949 
Pasadena (Calif.) Times, Jan. 9, 1949 
Los Angeles (Calif. ) Times, Jan. 9, 1949 


St. Paul (Minn.) Pioneer Press, Jan. 
23, 1949 

St. Paul (Minn.) Pioneer Press, Jan. 
16, 1949. 

St. Paul (Minn Pioneer Press, Jan. 

St. Paul (Minn.) Pioneer Press, Jan 
16, 1949 

Wilkes-Barre (Pa.) Record, Jan. 27, 1949 
Fort Wayne Ind.) Journal-Gazette, 

Jan. 16, 1949 


Saginaw (Mich.) News, Jan. 26, 1949 

Saginaw (Mict News, Jan. 21, 1949 

Albuquerque (N. Mex.) Tribune, Jan 
28, 1949. 

Albuquerque (N. Mex.) Tribune, Jan 
21, 1949 

Flint (Mich. ) Journal, Feb. 3, 1949 


Flint (Mich. ) Journal, Jan. 23, 1949 


Lowell (Mass. ) Sun, Jan. 26, 1949 : 
Dallas, (Tex.) Morning News, Jan. 30, 
1949 


Dallas (Tex.) Morning News, Jan. 27, 
Dallas (Tex.) Morning News, Jan. 31, 


Dallas (Tex.) Morning News, Jan. 23; 
1949 

Binghemton (N. Y.) Press, Feb. 2, 1949 

Springfield (Ill.) Illinois State Journal, 
Jan. 25, 1949 


Muskegon (Mict 
1949 

Washington (D. ¢ 
21, 1949 


Chronicle, Feb. 4, 


Evening Star, Feb. 


Gary (Ind. ) Post-Tribune, Feb. 2, 1949 


Everett (Wash. ) Daily Herald, Feb. 12, 


Wash. ) Daily Herald, Feb. 17, 


Spokane (Wash.) Spokesman-Review, 
Feb. 12, 1949 


toanoke (Va rimes, Feb. 27, 1949... - 


Designation used 


Leopard cat 
Mouton 
Mouton lamb 
Bombay lamb 
Beaverette 


Sable-dyed marmink . 
Mouton lamb. 
Bombay lamb 
Mouton 
Mouton lamb 
Mouton 
Leopard cat 
Mouton ‘ 
African spotted cat 
Mutation South American 
muskrat. 
Natural leopard cat 
Mouton lamb 
Logwood mouton 
Bombay lamb 
Ocelot lapin 
French lapin 
Mouton lamb 
French lapin 
Mouton lamb 
Dyed lapins 
Mouton lamb 
Sable squirrel flank 
Beaver mouton lamb 
Mouton 
Bombay lamb 
Mouton 
Russian marmink 
Leopard cat 
Northern seal 
Mendoza beaver 
Mountain sable 
fouton lamb 
Bombay lamb 
Hudson Bay sable 
Mouton lamb : 
American broad tail 


Hudson Bay sable 


Mouton 
Black American broad tail 


Mouton 
Mouton lamb 
Bombay lamb 


Let-out marmink 

Grey Bombay lamb 
Mouton lamb 

Gray American broadtail 


Leopard cat 

Northern seal 

Spotted leopard 

Leopard lapin 
Beaverette 

Lapin 

Mouton 

“eal ne 

Grey American broad tail 


Hudson seal 
Brown American broadtail 


Gray Bombay lamb 
Hudson Bay sable 
American broadtail 


Mouton lamb 
Northern seal 
Gray American broadtail 


° 
eaver striped mouton 
Laskin mouton lam! 





Correct name of fur 


South American spotted cat. 
Dyed lamb. 
Do. 
Dyed Indian lamb. 
Dyed rabbit. 


Fictitious animal designation. 
Dyed lamb. * 
Dyed Indian lamb. 
Dyed lamb. 

Do 
Dyed lamb 
South American spotted cat 
Dyed lamb 
South American spotted cat 
Viscacha, 


South American spotted cat 
Dyed lamb. 

Do. 
Dyed Indian lamb 
Dyed rabbit. 

Do 
Dyed lamb 
Dyed rabbit. 
Dyed lamt 
Dyed rabbit 
Dyed lamb. 
Dyed squirrel. 
Dyed lamb. 

) 


- 


Do 
Dyed Indian lamb. 
Dyed lamb. 
Fictitious animal designation. 
South American spotted cat 
Dyed rabbit 
ay 
Bassarisk 
Dyed lamb 
Dyed Indian lamb 
American marten 
Dyed lamb. 
Lamb processed to imitate 
broad tail 
American marten. 


Lamb processed to immitate 
broad tail 
Dyed lamb 


0 
Dyed Indian lamb. 


Fictitious anima] designation 
Dyed Indian lamb. 
Dyed lamb 
Lamb processed to imitate 
broad taill 
South American spotted cat. 
Dyed rabbit 
South American spotted cat 
Dyed rabbit 
Do 
Do 
Dyed lamb 
Fictitious animal designation 
Lamb processed to imitate 
broad tail 
Dyed muskrat 
Lamb processed to imitate 
broad tail 
Dyed Indian lamb 
Americ 
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FUR LABELING 


Fur teatioonmte—Contineed 


Name and date of publication 


Scranton (Pa.) Times, Mar. 11, 1949 
Scranton (Pa.) Times, Mar. 2, 1949 





Kansas City (Kans.) Kansan, Mar. 2, 
194! 


9. 
Port Huron (Mich. ) Times-Herald, 
Mar. 13, 1949. 


Youngstown (Ohio) Vindicator, Mar. 
1949. 


Hartford (Conn.) Times, Jan. 12, 1949 


7, 1949...... 
14, 1949..... 


Hartford (Conn. ) Times, Jan. 
Hartford (Conn. ) Times, Jan. 


Hartford (Conn. ) Times, Jan. 4, 1949... 


Hartford (Conn.) Times, Jan. 5, 1949_ 








Hartford (Conn.) Times, Dec. 27, 1948 


Waterloo (Iowa) Daily Courier, Jan. 2, 
1949. 


Waterloo (Iowa) Daily Courier, Dec. 29, 
1948. 

Waterloo (Iowa) 
1949. 

Waterloo (Iowa) Daily Courier, Dec. 29, 
1948. 

Hartford (Conn.) Times, Jan. 14, 


Daily Courier, Jan. 9, 


1949. 


9 


Waterloo (Iowa) Daily Courier, Jan. 2, 
1949. 
Trenton (N.J.) Evening Times, Jan. 21, 


1949. 


Trenton (N.J.) Evening Times, Jan. 12, 


1949. 


Trenton (N. J.) Evening Times, Jan. 14, 
1949. | 

Trenton (N. J.) Evening Times, Jan. 19, | 
1949. 





Designation used 





Natural Hudson Bay sables- -- 
Beaver stripe mouton 
American broad tai! 


Blackz sealine 


Northern seal 
Mendoza beaver -.-.-......... 


Sealine- 
Mt. sables__ 
Laskin mouton lamb -- 
Bombay lamb. 
Leopard cat 
Midnight blue mouton lamb 
American broad tail 


Beaver and logwood shade 
mouton lamb. 
Grey Bombay lamb. . 
Mouton lamb 
Bombay lamb paw 
Leopard cat 
American broadtail 


Mouton lamb 
Stenciled lapin_- 
Mouton 

Beaver dyed mouton 
Gray Bombay lamb 
Mendoza beaver 
Mouton. 


Logwood dyed mouton 
Laskin mouton 
Mouton lamb 

Bombay lamb_. 
Mouton lamb 

Leopard cat 

Beaver dyed mouton 
Moutons 


Mouton lamb 
Leopard cat 
Bombay lamb 
Mouton lamb 

do 

do 
Meltone lapin 
Mendoza beaver 
Gray Bombay lamb 
Mouton lamb 


Black American broadtail 


Leopard cat 


| Mouton lamb 
| Grey Bombay lamb 


Mendoza beaver 


| Bombay lamb 


Salt Lake Tribune, Salt Lake City, 
Utah, Jan. 10, 1949. 

Salt Lake Tribune, Salt Lake City, 
Utah, Jan. 13, 1949. 

Salt Lake Tribune, Salt Lake City, 
Utah, Jan. 16, 1949. 


Spotted lapin 
Moutons 


Mouton lambs 
Marminks 


| Leopard cat 


Trenton (N. J.) Evening Times, Jan. 12, 
1949. 


Trenton (N. J.) Evening Times, Feb. 2, | 


1949. 


American broadtail 


Mouton lamb 
Sable muskrat 


Mendoza beaver 
Leopard cat 

Mouton lamb 

Gray Bombay lamb paw 


-| Lamb 


Correct name of fur 





American marten. 
yed lamb. 
Lamb ~ ren to imitate 


broad tail. 

Fictitious animal designation. 

| orgs rabbit. 
0 

| Dyed lamb. 

Dyed rabbit. 
"| Dyed I lamb. 
| Dyed 1 Indian lamb. 


| Fictitious animal designation. 
Bassarisk. 


i or Dyed amb. 


Dyed Indian lamb. 
| South American spotted cat. 
| Dyed lamb. 
| Lamb processed to imitate 
| _ broadtail. 
| Dyed lamb. 
| Dyed Indian lamb. 
| Dyed lamb 
Dyed Indian lamb paw. 
| South American spotted cat 
processed to imitate 
broadtail. 
Dyed lamb 
Dyed rabbit. 
Dyed lamb. 
Do 
| Dyed Indian lamb. 
Dyed rabbit. 
Dyed lamb. 


Do 
Do. 
| Do 
| Dyed Indian lamb. 
| Dyed lamb 
South American spotted cat. 
Dyed lamb 
Do. 


} Do 
South American spotted cat 
Dyed Indian lamb. 
Dyed lamb. 
Do. 
Do 
Dyed rabbit 
Do 
|} Dyed Indian lamb. 
|} Dyed lamb 
| Lamb processed to {imitate 
|  broadtail. 
| South American spotted cat. 
| Dyed lamb. 
Dyed Indian lamb. 
| Dyed rabbit. 
Dyed Indian lamb. 
| Dyed rabbit. 
' 


Dyed lamb. 


| 
| Do. 

' as : . : 

| Fictitious designation 

ican spotted cat 
ssed imitat 


South Ame 
| Lamb proce 
broadtail 
; Dyed lamb 
Muskrat processed to imitat 


to 


1 American spotted cat 
d lamb 


Dye :d Indian lamb paw 





lon. 


cat. 
iitate 


cat 
mitate 


i cat 


imitate 


1d cat. 


pd cat 
imitats 


» imitat 


FUR LABELING 


Fur advertisements—Continued 
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Name and date of publication 








Fort Wayne (Ind.) News-Sentinel, Jan. 
14, 1949. 


Fort Wayne (Ind.) News- Sentinel, Jan. 
13, 1949. 
Fort Wayne (Ind.) News-Sentinel, Jan. 


25, 1949. 
Allentown (Pa.) Morning Call, Jan. 14, 
1949. 


Allentown (Pa.) Morning Call, Jan. 16, 
1949. 

Allentown (Pa.) Morning Call, Jan. 19, 
1949. 


Birmingham (Ala.) News, Jan. 27, 1949_- 


Oakland (Calif.) Tribune, Jan. 23, 1949 
Tribune, Jan. 27, 1949 


Miss., 


Oakland (Cailif.) 


The Clarion-Ledger, Jackson, 


Jan. 30, 1949. 


Dayton (Ohio) Daily News, Jan. 23, 1949 


Dayton (Ohio) Daily News, Jan. 27, 1949 


Dayton (Ohio) Daily News, Jan. 28, 1949 


The Times Record, Troy, N. Y., Jan. 27, 
1949 

The Times Record, 
1949. 

Birmingham (Ala.) News-Age Herald, 


Troy, N. Y., Jan. 28, 


Dec. 26, 1948. 
Buffalo (N. Y.) Evening News, Feb. 4 
1949 
Buffalo (N. Y.) Evening News, Feb. 11, 
1949 
Chicago (Ill.) Daily Tribune, Feb. 1, 
1949. 
Chicago (Ill.) Daily Tribune, Feb. 6, 
1949 
Buffalo (N. Y.) Evening News, Feb. 2 
1949 
Chicago (Ill.) Daily Tribune, Feb. 14, 
1944 
Buffalo (N. Y.) Evening News, Feb. 2, 
1949 
Do 


The Allentown (Pa.) Morning Call, 


Feb. 11, 1949 


Buffalo (N. Y 
Chicago (IIl.) 
1949 


Feb. 4 


) Evening News, y 
Feb. 10, 


Daily Tribune, 


Buffalo (N. Y.) Evening News, Feb. 4, 


(Maine) 
1949. 


Portland 
Feb ll, 


Evening Express, 


Portland (Maine) Evening Express, Feb. 


16, 1949 
Portland (Maine) 
Feb. 17, 1949. 


Evening Express, 





Maine) Evening Express, Feb 


Designation used 


Correct name of fur 





Leopard cat........... ee 
Bombay lamb_-__-_---- 
Civet cat 
Bombay lamb acacia 

Eee 


Leopard-dyed lapin-...-.... 


Mouton lamb. 
Bombay lamb. 
Mouten 
Sr ES 
Bombay lamb__. 
Mendoza beaver. 
Mouton lamb 
Mendoza beaver 
Beaver mouton lamb... 
Mink marmot 
Gray-dyed Bombay lamb.. 
Mouton lamb. 
0” Ve 
Blended Hudson Bay sables 
Natural Hudson Bay sables 
Bombay lamb___._..-- 
Mouton 
Hudson Bay sable 
Leopard stencil k: apin 
Beaver dyed mouton_. 
Mouton lamb. 
Bombay lamb 
Gray Bombay lamb.. 
Mouton 
Bombay lamb _ 
Northern seal_- 
Ocelot dyed lanin 
Hollander dyed spotted mou- 
ton. 
Logwood 
mouton. 
Leopard coney .. 
Mouton lamb 
Grey Bombay lamb 


and beaver yed 


Hollander 
backs. 
Hudson Bay sable 

Mouton 


mink muskrat 


Leopard stenciled lapin.- 
American broadtail 


Mouton lamb 
Natural leopard cat 
Civet cat 

Northern seal 
Mouton lamb > 
Gray dyed Bombay lamb. 


Bombay lamb 

Mouton lamb 

African spotted leopard cz “at 
American broadtail 


Mouton lamb 
South American broadtail.- 


Mouton lamb 
South American broadtail. 


Dyed Bombay lamb paws 
Beaver dyed mouton 
Bombay lamb 

Gray dyed Bombay lamb 


Stenciled lapin 
Striped mouton 
Natural civet cat 


Moulton lamb 
Black dyed sealine 





South American spotted cat. 
Dyed Indian lamb. 

Little spotted skunk. 

Dyed Indian lamb. 

Dyed lamb. 


Dyed rabbit. 


Dyed lamb. 
Dyed Indian lamb. 
Dyed lamb. 

Do. 
Dyed Indian lamb. 
Dyed rabbit. 
Dyed lamb. 
Dyed rabbit. 
Lamb dyed to imitate beaver. 
Mink-dyed marmot. 
Dyed Indian lamb. 
Dyed lamb. 
Fictitious designation. 
Marten. 

Do. 


| Dyed Indian lamb. 


Dyed lamb. 


| Marten. 
| Dyed rabbit. 
| Dyed lamb. 


Do. 
Dyed Indian lamb. 
do. 


Dyed lamb. 


Dyed Indian lamb. 
Dyed rabbit. 

Do. 
Dyed lamb. 


Do. 


Dyed rabbit. 
Dyed lamb 


| Dyed Indian lamb. 


j 
| 


Muskrat dyed to imitate mink. 


Marten 
Dyed lamb. 


| Dyed rabbit. 


Lamb processed to imitate 
broadtail. 
Dyed lamb. 


South American spotted cat. 


| Little spotted skunk 


| Lamb 


Dyed rabbit. 
Dyed lamb 
Dyed Indian lamb. 


Do. 

Dyed lamb 
South American spotted cat. 
Lamb processed to imitate 

broadtail. 
Dyed lamb 
processed to 
broadtail. 


imitate 


| Dyed lamb 


| Lamb 


processed to imitate 
broadtail. 
Dyed Indian lamb. 
Dyed lamb 
Dyed Indian lamb. 
Do. 


Dyed rabbit 


| Dyed lanb 


Little sp »tted skunk. 


Dyed lamb. 
Fictitious designation 
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Fur advertisements 


Name and date of publication 


Cedar Rapids (lowa) Gazette, Feb. 15, 
1949. 


The Bee, Danville, Va., Feb. 12, 1 

Atlantic City (N. J.) Evening Uni 
Feb. 25, 1949. 

The Rock Island (Ill.) Argus, Fet 


Muskeg 
1949 


Arkansas Gazette, Little Rock, Ark., 


Feb. 1, 1949 

Arkansas Gazette, Littl Rock, Ark., 
Jan ), 1949 

Muskegon (Mict Chronicle, Jan 7 
1949 

he Morning Union Van tor 
N.H l iv 

The Times-Union \lbany, N y 
Mar. 4, 194 


The State Journal, Lar Mict Mar 
#, 1949 

The Johnst | rribune, Mar. 2 
1949 

Burlington (Vt Fre Press, Feb. 2 } 
1949 | 


The Boston (Mass.) Post, Mar. 4, 194y 


The Evening Gazette, Worcester, Ma 
. 11, 1949 
The Evening Gazette, 


Worcester, Ma 


Mar. 10, 1949 
The Evening Gazette, Worcester, Mass., | 
M Ll, 1949 | 


The I Gazette, Worcester, Mass., | 
Mar. 10, 1949 

The Journal-Courier, New Haven, Conn 
lumt Ohio) Sunday Dispatch, 


\for 2 1041 
\ 1949 





FUR LABELING 


Continued 


Designation used 


Logwood dyed mouton 
Natural civet cat 
Northern seal 

Mouton 

Mendoza beavers 
Northern seals 
Bombay lamb 
Hudson Bay sabl 
Mouton 

Laskin dyed mouton 
Beaver shaded mouton 
Natural leopard cat 
Hudson seal 

Leopard lapin 

Sable muskrat 

Beaver mouton 
Leopard cat paw 
Northern sealskin 
Sealine chevron pattert 
Beaverette fur 
Mouton lamb fur 
Sable eoney fur 

Sable muskrat head 
Mink muskrat 


Sable 








marmot 
Mouton lamb 
Grey Bombay paw 
Mouton lamb 


Stenciled lapin 





viendo I 
Mout 
Boml 
Mouton la 
do 
Ry er i 


Moutor 
Hooded laskin mouton lar 
Beaver moutor 
Beaver dyed mout 

1 lapir 
Natural |] ! 
Mir 


Stencils 


if ieO} 
k muskrat 





Beaverette 
Laskin moutor 


Viouton 


White-dyed moutor 


Grey-dyed American bre 
Beaver-striped mout nt 
Mink coney 
sable coney 


Stenciled leo] ira 


Moutin 
Mouton lambs 
Grr lyed Bombay lamt 
M outons 

Beaver mouton 
American broadtail 


rd t 
yard ¢ 


Beaverette-mink 


Correct name of fur 








Dyed lamb. 
Little spotted skunk 
Dyed rabbit 
Dyed lamb 
Dyed rabbit 
i) 
Dyed Indian lamb 
Dyed lamb 
I) 
1) 
r 1) aj ¢ 
\ + 
D rabbit 
DD iskr 
Dyed lamb 
South American spotted eat 
Dyed rabbit 
Ficti us designation 
D> 
Dyed lamb 
Dyed rabb 
1) muskr 
D 
Dvedtr ! t 
Dye mb 
Dyed Indian lamb 
Dyed lamb 
Dyed rabbit 
1) 
Dyed lamt 
ved Indian lamb 
ia t 
) 
) 
) 
I) rabbit 
S American spotted ca 
| skr 
1) 7 
) ] 
i)ved muskrat 
ved I CO 
' - 
ye squirt i 
g h American spotted 
1 
, 1 Ine n mt 
ed rabbit 
lamt 
t t il n 
0 
) 1 ia t 
Do 
Do 
T } cessed to nit 
broadtall 
' mh 
) i rabbit 
Do 
Do 
t lla b 
Do 
ed Ir 1 lamb. 
»yed lamb 
Do 
I nb processed to imitat 


broadtail 
south American spotted cat 
D i rabbit 
Fictitious de 


nt 


ignation. 





FUR LABELING 





Fur advertisements—Continued 























Name and date of publication | Designation used Correct name of fur 
| | 
Columbus (Ohio) Sunday Dispatch, | American broadtail Lamb processed to imitate 
Mar. 27, 1949 broadtail. 
Omaha (Nebr.) World Herald, Aug. 16, Moutons Dyed lamb. 
1950. 
Springfield (Mo.) Leader-Press, Aug. 13, | Laskin mouton Do. 
1950 
Lincoln (Nebr.) Journal, Aug. 13, 1950.__.| Mouton lamb Do 
Springfield (Mo.) Leader-Press, Aug. 13, | Laskin mouton Do 
1950 Mouton lamb Do. 
Springfield (Mo.) Daily News, Sept. 15, | Northern seal Dyed rabbit 
1950 
at. Salt Lake City (Utah) Tribune, Sept Mouton lamb Dyed lamb 
10, 1950. 
St. Joseph (Mo.) News-Press, Sept. 10, | South American broadtail Lamb processed to imitate 
1950 broadtail 
Northern seal Dyed rabbit 
| eat Mouton lambs Dyed lanib 
Grey Bombay lamb Dyed Indian lamb 
Springfield (Mo.) Daily News, Oct. 4, Broadtai! Lamb processed to imitate 
1950. broadtail 
Baltimore, (Md.) News Post, Oct. 4, | Bombay lamb Dyed Indian lamb 
1950 
Dubuque (Iowa) Herald, Oct. 12 and 13, | Mouton lamb Dyed lamb 
1950 Bombey lamb Dyed Indian lamb 
Duluth (Minn.) Herald, Oct. 17, 1950 American broadtail Lamb processed to imitate 
broadtail 
Mouton Dyed lamb. 
do Do 
Black American broadtail Lamb processed to imitate 
broadtail 
Ombre mouton Dyed lamb 
Jackson (Mich.) Citizen Patriot, Oct Mouton ' Do 
20, 1950 
St. Paul (Minn.) Press, Oct. 22 and 23, | Mouton lamb Do 
1950 
Bombay lamb Dyed Indian la 
Detroit (Mict News, Oct. 8, 1950 Moutor Dyed lamt 
Minneapolis (M Morning Tribune, Broadtail Lamb processed to mitate 
Oct. 22 i) broadtail 
Portsmouth (Va.) Star, Nov. 5, 1950 Northern muskrat Southern muskrat 
American broadtail Lamb processed to imitate 
broadtail 
Broadtail capes Do 
“di cat Hudson Bay sables American marten 
Beaver striped mouto1 Dyed lamb 
Mouton lamb D 
Northern and brown sealine Dyed rabbit 
Brown | Do 
Civet cat Little spotted skunk 
Brooklyn (N. Y.) Sunday News, Nov. 5 Mouton Dyed lamb 
1081) 
ed cat New York (N. Y.) Sunday News, Nov Bombay lamt Dyed Indian lamb 
10% 
roledo (Ohio) Blade, Oct. 27, 1950 Mouton 
Io 
New York (N. Y.) Sunday News, Nov. | Asiatic mink 
. tone } " 
Chicago (I1l.) Sunday Tribune, Oct. 29 Broadtail t mitat 
LO 
Bombay lamt 
Broadtail to it 
Bombay lam! 
. imitat Baltimore (Md News Post. Nov. 3. Moutor 
iv 
La lle (Ky.) Courier Journal, Oct Bombay lamb Dyed Indian lamb 
; iy) 
Duluth (Minz Herald, Nov. 10, 1950 L, in mouton Dyed lamt 
Boston (Ma Herald, Oct. 29, 1950 | Lapin Dyed rabbit. 
Mouton Dyed lamb 
Chicago (Ill.) Tribune, Oct. 29, 1950 Sapphire blue dyed French | Dyed rabbit 
lapir 
African leopard South American spotted cat 
yubuque T i Telegraph Herald ved lamb 
2, rT i ) ‘ Ir r 
o imitat Fort Wayne (Ind Journal Gazette, nt Dyed lamb 
. 12° 19 
tted cat South Bend (Ind) Tribune, Nov. 5, 1950 lo mm 
Broo n(N. Y.) Sunday Mirror, N« 1 Do 
n. 2, 195 
W ‘ Ma I gram \ ! Do 
$4026 —51 3 
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{ 
Name and date of publication 


Fargo (N. Dak.) Forum, Nov. 12, 1950_-_| 

Rutland (Vt.) Daily Herald, Nov. 1], | 
1950. | 

Fargo (N. Dak.) Forum, Nov. 12, 1950 


Baltimore (Md.) Guide, Nov. 9, 1950 

Fort Wayne (Ind.) Journal Gazette, 
Nov. 12, 1950. 

Worcester (Mass.) Telegram, Nov. 12, | 
1950. | 

Elizabeth (N. J.) Daily Journal, Nov. | 
15, 1950. | 

Milwaukee (Wis.) Journal, Nov. 5, 1950. | 


Cincinnati (Ohio) Enquirer, Nov. 5, 1950_| 

Chicago (I1l.) Sun-Times, Oct. 27, 1950___| 

Springfield (Mass.) Union, Oct. 27, 1950_| 

Hagerstown (Md.) Daily Mail, Nov. 10, 
1950. 

Jackson (Miss.) Journal Gazette, Nov. 
12, 1950. 

Milwaukee (Wis.) Journal, Nov. 5, 1950_| 


South Bend (Ind.) Tribune, Nov. 5, 1950 
New York (N. Y.) Mirror, Nov. 12, 1950_-. 


Worcester (Mass.) Telegram, Nov. 12, 


1950 


Elizabeth (N. J.) Daily Journal, Nov. 
15, 1950 

Toledo (Ohio) Toledo News, Nov. 19, 
1950 

Toledo (Ohio) Blade, Dee. 15, 1950 

Cincinnati (Ohio) Cincinnati Post, Nov. | 


24, 1950 
Cincinnati (Ohio) Cincinnati News, | 
Nov. 24, 1950 | 
Columbus (Ohio) Citizen, Dec. 1, 1950 
Toledo (Ohio) Blade, Nov. 17, 1950 


Akron (Ohio) Beacon Journal, Nov. 12, | 
1950 
Tulsa (Okla.) Daily World, Nov. 5, 1950 


Herald, Oct. 29, 1950 


Boston (Mass.) 


New Orleans (La.) Item, Nov. 2, 1950 
Baltimore (Md.) News Post, Nov. 3, 
1950 


Kansas City (Mo.) Kansas City Star, 


Oct. 29, 1950. 
Bulletin, 


Philadelphia (Pa.) Evening 


Oct. 27, 1950. 


ee 


Designation used 


..do as 


do : 

.do ciecilateltnes 
do_... 
> Te 
__ Heecaaep eee 


Laskin mouton lamb | 


Mouton lamb 
do 
Bombay lamb 
do 
Mouton 
do 


Broadtail. 


Leopard 

Mouton lamb 
Asiatic mink 
Mouton lamb 
Bombay iamb 
American broadtail 


Stencilled leopard 
Northern back muskrat 
Bombay lamb 

Sealine 

Leopard cat 

Mouton 


Mouton lamb 
do 


do 
do 
do.. 


do 


| Spotted lapin 


Hudson Bay sable 
Broadtail 


Sable muskrat 
Sable Russian squirrel 


Broadtail 


Leopard cat 
Broadtail_ 


White dyed American broad- 
tail 

Sapphire blue dyed American 
broadtail 

Natural Hudson Bay sables 

Mouton lamb 

Mouton 


American broadtail 


Mouton lamb 
Broadtail 


do 


Leopard 

do 
Bombay lamb 
Jeaver dyed mouton 
Mouton 
Bombay dyed lamb 
Beaver dyed mouton 
Northern back musk! 
Broadtail 


Mouton 


Correct name of fur 


| Dyed lamb 
Do. 


Do 

Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 


Do. 
Do. 
Do. 


Do. 
Dyed Indian lamb. 


Do 
| Dyed lamb. 


Do. 


Lamb processed to imitat 
broadtail 

South Americn spotted cat. 

Dyed lamb 

Japanese mink. 

Dyed lamb. 

Dyed Indian lamb. 

Lamb processed 
broadtail 


to imitat 


Dyed Indian lamb. 


Rabbit 

Southern back muskrat. 
Dyed Indian lamb. 

Dyed rabbit 

South American spotted cat. 
Dyed lamb, 


Do. 
Do. 


Do. 


Do 
Do 
Do, 
Dyed rabbit 
American marten. 
Lamb processed 
broadtail 
Muskrat dyed to imitate sable 


to imitat 


Russian Squirrel dyed 
nitate sable. 
Lamb processed to imit 


broadtail. 
South American spotted cat 


Lamb processed to imitat 
broadtail. 
0. 
Do 
American marten. 
Dyed lamb 
Do. 
Lamb processed to imit 
broadtail 
Dyed lamb. 
Lamb processed to imit 


broadtail. 
Do 
South American spotted cat 
Do 
Dyed Indian lamb. 


Dyed lamb 


ly 
Dyed Indian lamb. 
Dved lamb 
Southern back muskrat 
Lamb processed to imit 
’ itall 
yyed lamt 
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Name and date of publication 


Washington (D. C.) Washington Post, 


Oct. 27, 1950. t 
New York (N. Y.) Sunday News, Nov. 
5, 1950. 


Philadelphia (Pa.) Evening Bulletin, 


Oct. 27, 1950. 


Minneapolis (Minn.) Star, Oct. 27, 1950 


Youngstown (Ohio) Vindicator, Oct. 29, 
1950. 


Albany (N. Y.) Times Union, Oct. 29, 
1950. 


Portsmouth (Ohio) Times, Nov. 2, 1950 

St. Louis (Mo.) Post-Dispatch, Nov. 3, 
1950. 

New York (N. Y.) Sunday News, Nov. 
1950. 


Fall River (Mass.) Herald News Nov. 3, 


1950 


Philadelphia (Pa.) Evening Bulletin, 


Oct. 27, 1950. 
Newark (N. J.) Evening News, Oct. 31, 
Winston Salem (N.C.) Journal, Nov. 10, 
Fall River (Mass.) Herald News, Nov. 3, 
Youngstown (Ohio) Vindicator, Oct. 29, 
Brookiyn (N. Y.) Daily News, Nov. 24, 
New York (N. Y.) Daily News, Dec. 1, 
moe (N. Y.) Daily News, Dee. 1, 
Brookiyn N. Y.) Daily News, Nov. 24, 
Brooklyn (N. Y.) Daily News, Nov. 30, 
Brookiyn (N. Y.) Daily News, Dee. f, 
necaumeuth Ohio) Times, Nov. 2, 1950 
Cincinnati (Ohio), Enquirer, Noy. 5, 

1950 


Toledo (Ohio), Blade, Dec. 15, 1950 
New Brunswick (N. J.), Daily Home 
News, Dec. 12, 1950 


New Brunswick (N. J.), Daily Home 
News, Nov. 10, 1950 


Norfolk (Va Virginia-Pilot, Jan. 13, 


195] 


New York (N. Y.), Herald Tribune, 
Nov. 19, 1950 

Brooklyn (N. Y.), Daily News, Dec. 15, 
1950 

New York (N. Y.), Retail News Bureau, 
Dec. 15, 1950 


Green Bay (Wis.), Press Gazette, Dec 
15, 1950 

Baltimore (Md.), Afro American, Dec 
16, 1950 


Butte (Mont.), Standard, Dee. 17, 1950 

Springfield (Mass Republican, Dec 
10, 1950 

gton (D. C.), Evening Star, Dec 





Designation used 


Mouton lamb..--- 


Bombay lamb. ...-. 


.do... cniediaaaained 


Mouton 
we Ve aTee 
i cbadiatantihdesd 


Beavertone mouton 


Gray Bombay lamb 


| Mouton 9 


Mouton lamb 
Northern muskrat 
Gray Bombay lamb 
| RRR ES 
do meet 
Laskin mouton. - - 
Mouton fur. . 


American broadtail 


Mouton 


Mouton lamb_..______- 


a. 
American broadtail 


Leopard 


Bombay lamb. 


do 
Mouton 
do 
do 
do 
do 
do... 
do 
Beaver-dyed mouton 


Mouton 
Brown broadtail 


4 skin mountain sable 
Grey dyed lapin 
Mouton 

Mouton lamb 
Marmink 

Beaver mouton 
Mouton 

Broadtail 

Sealine 

Marmink wine . 
American broadtail 


Mouton lamb 
do 


Mouton 
Mouton lamb 
Mouton 

do 


Marmink 
Mouton fur 


Bombay lamb 
Mouton 


-Continued 





3k 


Correct name of fur 





Dyed lamb 
Dyed Indian lamb. 
Do. 


Dyed lamb. 
Do. 
Do. 


Do. 
Dyed Indian lamb. 
Dyed lamb. 
Do. 
Southern muskrat. 
Dyed Indian lamb. 
Dyed lamb 
Do 
Do. 
Do. 
Lamb processed to imitate 
broadtail 
Dyed lamb. 
Do. 
Do. 
Lamb processed to imitate 
broadtail. 
South American spotted cat. 
Dyed Indian lamb. 
0, 


Dyed lamt 

Do 

Do 

Do 

Do 

Do. 

Do 
Lamb dyed to imitate beaver. 
Dyed lamb 
Lamb processed t 

broadtail 

Bassarisk 
Dyed rabbit 


Dyed lamb, 
i”, 


» imitate 


Fictitious designation. 

Lamb dyed to imitate beaver, 

Dyed lamb. 

Lamb processed to imitate 
broadtail. 

Dyed rabbit. 

Fictitious designation, 

Lamb processed to imitate 
broadtail. 

Dyed lamb. 

Do 


Do 
Do. 
Do. 
Do 


Fictitious designation, 
Dyed lamb 


Dyed indian lamb, 
Dyed lamb 








Fur advertisements 


Name and date of publication 


Bethlehem (Pa.) Globe Times, Dec. 15, 
1950. 
Do 
Council Bluffs (Iowa) Nonpareil, Dec 
15, 1950 
Detroit (Mich,) Detroit News, Dec. 15, 
1950. 


El] Paso (Tex.) Times, Dee. 17, 1950 


Elizabeth (N. J.) Daily Journal, Jan. 26, | 


1951. 
Wilkes-Barre (Pa.) Times Leader, Dee. 
26, 1950. 


Newark (N.J.) Star Ledger, Jan. 21, 1951 


Birmingham (Als.) News, Jan. 28, 1951 


Owensboro (Ky.) Messenger, Dec. 17, 
1950 

Washington (D. C.) Post, Dee. 15, 1950 

Dubuque lowa Telegraph Herald, 
Dec. 17, 1950. 

Cincinnati (Ohio) Post, Dec. 14, 1950 

Providence (R. I.) Journal, Dec. 17, 1950 

St. Joseph (Mo.) News Press, Dec. 15, 


1950. 


Huntington (W. Va.) Herald Dispatch, 


Dec. 14, 1950. 

Kansas City (Mo.) Kansas City Times, 
Dee. 16, 1950. 

Wilkes-Barre (Pa.) Evening News, 


Jan. 5, 1951. ; 
Richmond (Ind.) Sun Telegram, Dec 
30, 1950 


New Bedford (Mass.) Standard Times, 
Jan. 5, 1951. 

Asbury Park (N. J.) Evening Press, 
Jan. 5, 1951. 

Boston (Mass.) Herald, Dec. 31, 1950 

Waterbury (Conn.) Republican, Dec 


31, 1950. 


Detroit (Mich.) Free Press, Jan. 5, 1951 
Youngstown (Ohio) Vindicator, Feb. 15, 
1951, 


Wilkes-Barre (Pa.) Evening News, Jan. 
31, 1951. 

Kansas City (Mo.) Kansas City Times, 
Dec, 16, 1950 


| 
| 
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Designation used 


Bombay lamb 


do 
Mouton 


Mouton fur 


Mouton 
Mouton lamb 


Stenciled lapin 


Brown mouton 
Northern seals 
Mouton 
Mouton lamb 


| Stenciled leopard lapin 


Mountain sables 

Brown and beige 
broadtail. 

Black sealine 

Beaverette nutria dyed 

Black northern seal 

Midnight blue sealine. 

Mink-tail-sable coney 

Wild mink coney 

Stenciled lapin mouton 

Leopard-lapin, moutin trim 

Beaver dyed beaverette 

Midnight blue northern seal 

rrotter leopard dyed 

Grey Bombay lamb 

Sable coney 


American 


Let out mink marmot 
Natural leopard cat 
Krimmer trimmed sealine 
Kolinsky 

Mouton 


do 
Mouton lamb 
Mouton 
Mouton fur 
Mouton 

ao 


Broadtail 
Mouton 


do 


do 


Mouton lamb 
Mouton 


Leopard 

Mouton 

Mouton lamb 

Brown stripped mouton lamb 
lamb 

Broadtail 


Moutor 


Mendoza beaver 
Logwood mouton lamb 
Mouton 

National leopard cat 
Leopard cat 


Gray Bombay lamb 
Mouton 


-Continued 


Correct name of fur 


Dyed Indian lamb. 


Do. 
Dyed lamb. 


Do. 


Do. 
Do. 


Dyed rabbit. 


Dyed lamb. 
Dyed rabbit. 
Dyed lamb. 

Do 
Dyed rabbit. 
Bassarisk. 
Lamb processed 

broadtail. 

Dyed rabbit. 

Do 

Do 

Do 

Do. 

Do 

Do 

Do 

Do 

Do 
South American spotted eat 
Dyed Indian lamb. 
Rabbit processed 


to imitate 


to imitate 


South American spotted eat. 
Fictitious animal designation 
Dyed kolinsky. 

Dyed lamb. 


Do 
Do 
Do 
Do 
Lamb processed 
broadtail 
Dyed lamb. 


to imitat 
Do 


Do 


Do 
Do 


South American spotted cat. 
Dyed lamb. 


Do 
Do. 
Do 
Lamb processed to imitat 
broadtail. 
Dyed rabbit. 
Dyed lamb 
Do 
South American spotted cat 
Do 


Dyed Indian lamb, 
Dyed lamb. 








litate 


cat 


mitate 


| cat. 
ation 


imitate 


ed cat. 


» imitate 


ted cat 
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Name and date of publication 





Providence (R. I.) Sunday Journal, 


Feb. 18, 1951. 


Kalamazoo (Mich.) Gazette, Feb. 22, | 
1951. 

Joplin (Mo.) Globe, Feb. 18, 1951 

Kalamazoo (Mich.) Gazette, Feb. 22, | 
1951. 

Youngstown (Ohio) Vindicator, Feb. 25, | 
1951 


New York (N. Y. 
11, 1951. 


Sunday News, Feb. 


Chicago (Ill.) Sunday Tribune, Feb. 18, 
1951. } 
Oak Park (Ill.) Sunday Tribune, Feb. | 
18, 1951. | 
Cincinnati (Ohio) Post, Feb. 9, 1951- -- 
Boston (Mass.) Daily Globe, Feb. 9, | 
1951. 
St. Louis (Mo.) Globe-Democrat, Feb. | 
18, 1951. } 
New York (N. Y.) Sunday News, Feb. | 
25, 1951, 
| 
Louisville (Ky.) Courier-Journal, Feb. | 
18, 1951. 
| 
Toledo (Ohio) Blade, Feb. 22, 1951 | 
| 


New Haven (Conn.) Register, Mar. 14, 
1951. 

H: — we" 
Feb. 4,1 


sats Hammond Times, 





Designation used 


EE Beta | 
| 

Mouton | 

Midnight blue mouton _. | 

Stenciled leopard, mouton | 

trimmed. 
Stenciled leopard trotter 
American broadtail 


Brown American broadtail 
Black sealine 
Stenciled leopard lapin__ ree 
Nutria-dyed blocked lapin 
Midnight blue blocked lapin__| 
Stenciled lapin, mouton| 
trimmed. 
Wild mink dyed lapin 
Beaver tone coney : 
Nutria-dyed beaverette . . . _- 
Midnight Blue beaverette._. 
Half blood mink shade coney 
Striped beaver lapin _ __-- 
Beaverette ate 
Black northern seal > 
Midnight blue northern seal 
Let-out chinchilla coney 


| Let-out northern muskrat. ..-| 
| Dyed Indian lamb. 


Bombay lamb 
Mouton 


do 
Mouton fur. 


Mouton lamb 
Broadtail 


Leopard cat__... 

Sable squirrel. 

Mink shade Russian weasel 
Dark mink weasel_-__-. 
Mouton lamb- 

Mouton 

Broadtail 


American broadtail. . .. 
Hudson seal ° 
Broadtail shen 


, 


Grey Bombay lamb 


Mouton — 
Mouton lamb_-_..-_- 


Brown dyed lapin..__- ~~. 


Leopard stenciled lapin 
American broadtail - - - - 


Beaver striped mouton. 
Black broadtail 


Laskin mouton. 

Sealine 

Leopard paw 

Muskrat sable 

Mouton lamb 

Bon mouton lamb 

Spotted lamb 

Brown lapin 

Laskin mouton 

Let-out mink muskrat 
Northern seal coney 

Fine Bombay lamb... - 
Leopard cat 

Hudson seal__- conaell 
Northern seal 

Broadtail - 


Beaverette- 
American broadtail - 


Mouton lamb. 





Sorrect name of fur 





Dyed lamb 


Do. 
Do. 
South American spotted cat. 


Do. 

Lamb processed to 
broadtai 

Do. 
Fictitious anima) designation. 
Dyed rabbit 

Do. 

Do 

Do. 


imitate 


Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do, 
Do. 
Do. 
Do 
Do. 
Do. 
Let-out southern muskrat. 


Dyed lamb. 


Do 
Do. 


Do. 
Lamb processed to 
broad tail. 
South American spotted cat. 
Dyed squirrel. 3 
Weasel dyed to imitate mink. 


imitate 


Do. 
Dyed lamb. 
0. 
Lamb processed to 
broadtail. 
Do. 
Dyed muskrat, 
Lamb processed to 
broadtail. 
Dyed Indian lamb, 


imitate 
imitate 


Dyed lamb, 
Do. 


Dyed rabbit, 


Do. 

Lamb processed to 
broadtail. 
Dyed lamb. 
Lamb processed to 
broadtail. 

Dyed lamb. 
Fictitious animal designation. 
South American spotted cat. 
Muskrat dyed to imitate sable. 
Dyed lamb. 

Do. 

Do. 
Dyed rabbit. 
Dyed lamb. 
Muskrat dyed to imitate mink, 
Dyed rabbit. 
Dyed Indian lamb, 
South American spotted cat. 
Dyed muskrat. 
Dyed rabbit. 


imitate 


imitate 


Lamb processed to imitate 
broadtail. 
Dyed rabbit. 
Lamb processed to imitate 
broadtail. 


Dyed lamb. 
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Mr. Miter. Of the current advertisements, I have brought with 
me a few photostatic copies of pages from daily newspapers advertis- 
ing furs and in these advertisements there have been marked a number 
of the designations which are the type that this legislation would 
correct. 

For example, I have before me the Sunday Star-Ledger of Newark, 
N. J., for January 21, 1951, containing a large advertisement headed 
in big letters, ‘‘We are going out for fur business.”’ At first I thought 
it said, ‘‘We are going out of business.” 

But, I see it says, ‘‘We are going out for fur business.”’ 

And, in the advertisement is a large list of fur coats and fur garments 
which are set out at greatly reduced prices. One here that I have 
marked designates a cape as a “leopard lapin, originally $159, now 
$49.” Well, that is rabbit. It is not leopard; it is not lapin. The 
designation there is undoubtedly false and quite clearly indicates that 
it is a higher-type animal than in fact is true. 

Another is marked “sable muskrat jacket, originally $259, now 
$159.”’ Well, it is not sable; that is certain. The combination of the 
words ‘sable’? and muskrat” apply to the product the names of two 
very fine fur-bearing animals, and it is needless to say that this is false 
so far as the sable is concerned. It is confusing. 

And likewise it is a dyed product when as a matter of fact there 
is no disclosure of that fact showing that it has been artificially 
colored and converted from what must have been very cheap pelts. 

Another is a black sealine coat. 

Mr. Douutver. What? 

Mr. Mixxer. “Sealine.’”’ Well, there is no animal by the name 
of sealine. It has an implication of seal. This designation was used 
for rabbit. 

Another one over here is beaver tone dyed coney; and then trotter 
leopard; another, dyed midnight blue northern seal coat. There is 
no seal in it. It is entirely made of rabbit. 

A further advertisement running along here is one from the Provi- 
dence Sunday Journal, February 18, 1951, which contains a listing of 
a number of fur garments, using such terms as beaverette, for rabbit; 
stenciled leopard mouton, for lapin; beavertone coney, for rabbit; 
nutria dyed beaverette coat; midnight blue blocked lapin stole, which 
is rabbit. 

Mr. O’Hara. Did you give the date of those advertisements? 

Mr. Miiurr. This one is dated February 18, 1951. 

To save time, I will continue to use just the name used in the 
advertisement. 

The next one is from the Portsmouth Star of November 5, 1950. 

The next one is from the Sunday News of November 5, 1950. 

Mr. O’Hara. What town? 

Mr. Mitier. Iam sorry. This does not say. I will have to check 
back to get that. 

In this advertisement a garment is listed as an Asiatic mink at $78. 

Now, Asiatic mink presents a rather unusual or a novel problem 
that has arisen since the last war. 

We have a fur known as Japanese mink or Jap mink; we also have 
one known as China mink. They have long been sold in this country 
as Jap mink and China mink. 
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When the war came on there was much sales resistance to the Jap 
mink and I think now there is much sales resistance to the China 
mink, so there has been constant pressure on the part of certain fur 
people to get away from Jap mink or China mink and in that con- 
nection there has been used such designations as oriental mink, 
Asiatic mink, which of course does not reveal the country of origin. 

The Jap mink and the China are different types of fur, differing 
materially in quality from mink as we ordinarily know it in this 
country, and in the sale of Jap or China mink it is quite important 
that the consumers should know what type of product they are buying. 

Mr. O’Hara. Mr. Miller, are they actually of the mink family? 

Mr. Miuuer. Yes, I think they are. 

The next advertisement is from the Elizabeth Daily Journal of 
November 15, 1950, Elizabeth, N. J. 

Another one is from the Milwaukee Journal of November 5, 1950. 

Another one is from Albany, N. Y., the Albany (N. Y.) Times 
Union, Sunday, October 29, 1950. 

Another one is from the Tulsa Daily World of November 5, 1950. 

On this last one, gentlemen, I do not have either the date on this 
copy or the name of the paper and consequently I shall not offer it. 
But those that I have identified here I will make available to the com- 
mittee for such information and use as you may desire. 

Mr. O’Hara. Mr. Chairman, in that connection, at the last hearing 
[ think we had a number of exhibits also introduced by either Mr. 
Miller or some of the other witnesses. I would appreciate it if those 
might be reoffered again and then possibly Mr. Miller might want to 
comment on them. I think they were offered to the Senate com- 
mittee and were just returned here this morning. 

I would like very much, Mr. Chairman, if those photostats of ad- 
vertisements might be included in the file at this point. 

Mr. Miiuer. Mr. Chairman, we have those advertisements here. 
They were used in the hearings on the Senate side at the last session. 
They have been made available here. They illustrate a great number 
of improper designations of furs of the type that would be corrected 
by the legislation that is before us. 

Here is one, for example, designating the product as Russian mink, 
offered for sale at $149, and it is weasel, not mink. 

Another is offered for sale as Mendoza beaver, and that is rabbit 
dyed to imitate beaver. 

Also, there is northern seal, likewise rabbit, dyed to imitate seal. 

All through these advertisements is a host of designations that are 
marked as being among the improper and questionable type that will 
be covered by the legislation. 

(The photostats of advertisements referred to were filed for the 
information of the committee.) 

Mr. Miuuer. In my prepared statement I have listed a number of 
the types of representations that are contained in these and more 
current advertisements. I can just mention a few of them here 
that will give you an idea of those that are in this great bundle of 
photostat copies. 

One is stenciled leopard trotter for South American spotted cat— 
not leopard. 

Mink marmot for marmot; no mink about it. 
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Hudson seal for dyed muskrat— it is not seal. 

Hudson Bay sable for American marten. The marten, it is my 
understanding, is not true sable. 

African leopard for South American spotted cat. 

Chinchilla coney for rabbit. 

Black northern seal for rabbit. 

Nutria dyed beaverette for rabbit. 

Black sealine for rabbit. 

Sable coney for rabbit. 

Beaver striped mouton for lamb. 

Asiatic mink for China mink. 

Leopard foy South American spotted cat. 

Sapphire blue dyed American broadtail for lamb. 

Mountain sable for Bassarisk. 

Sable muskrat for muskrat dved to imitate sable. 

Mink-tail sable coney for dyed rabbit. 

Sable Russian squirrel for squirrel dyed to imitate sable. 

In these designations, it will be observed that so many animals 
names are used that the whole picture is confused and the only way of 
clarifying that confusion and bringing order out of chaos in my judg- 
ment is to provide and require, as this bill does, that the true name of 
the animal shall be used. 

In assisting along that line, not only assisting the enforcement 
authorities, but also the trade and the industry, there is a provision 
made for establishing a true name guide for furs; that should make 
available for everybody, whether he is a small shopowner, a large 
dealer, processor or manufacturer, the true name that is accepted for 
the particular fur in question. With that guide the dealer need not 
be in the dark as to what is the proper name for a given product. 

There are other provisions in this legislation that are quite im- 
portant too. The labeling is required to disclose the fact that the 
product is artificially colored as distinguished from having the natural 
color of the fur. That is quite important. Dyeing is resorted to, 
and not harmfully, in order to provide a nice appearance to the prod- 
uct, elegance that is desirable, but at the same time the dyeing has 
the effect of throwing off the customer in her own estimation of what 
she is actually getting. Dyeing of course, can easily cover up defects. 
It quite obviously changes undesirable markings of the animal to a 
generally blended color that makes the article look better. 

But the fact that it is dyed, is a necessary thing for the consumer to 
know in order to buy intelligently and not be confused or misled. 

The legislation provides also that when the garment is made up of 
pieces as distinguished from the main parts of the pelt, that fact is to 
be disclosed. Many reputable manufacturers and merchants who are 
throughout the country, make that disclsoure. I have stated a few 
illustrations of the designations that have been used in that respect. 

For example, here is one, mink dyed pieced marmot. Alsd, natura! 
squirrel bellies and mink tails, all of which will indicate to the pur- 
chaser that they are getting a pieced product or pieces of the pelt 
rather than the main pelt. 

Another provision is to require that if used- or second-hand fur has 
been introduced into the garment the fact must be disclosed. Quite 
obviously a girl or a lady buying a fur coat in a store other than a 
second-hand store, of course, expects to get new and fresh merchandise 
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and not have introduced in the garment something that is second hand 
or used. 

We feel that the legislation that will bring the truth to the public, 
bring it to them in the form of a label or a tag on the garment itself, 
will provide an effective corrective to this great rash of flamboyant 
selling that is deplorable throughout the country. 

I am sure that it is deplored by reputable merchants and reputable 
manufacturers as well as by people who are interested in so-called 
consumer legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that completes the summary of my pre- 
pared statement. I shall be glad to answer any questions that you 
may have and to remain available for such assistance as I can render 
to the committee. 

(The complete prepared statement of Mr. Miller follows:) 


STATEMENT BY REPRESENTATIVE OF THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 


Mr. CHAIRMAN AND GENTLEMEN OF THE COMMITTEE: The opportunity to 
respond to the call for hearing on H. R. 2321 is greatly appreciated. I wish to 
say the Federal Trade Commission is glad to be of every assistance possible to 
the committee in its consideration of this fur-labeling legislation. 

The Commission has been dealing for many years with the question of mis- 
branding and deceptive advertising in the marketing of furs. This work has 
been directed to the prevention of unfair trade practices in commerce in enforce- 
ment of the Federal Trade Commission Act wherein ‘‘unfair methods of compe- 
tition in commerce, and unfair or deceptive acts or practices in commerce,” are 
declared unlawful. 

Furs or fur garments reach the purchasing public in such form as to be pecu- 
liarly susceptible to the operation of confusion and deception of purchasers. 
Although a product of nature, fur when offered and sold to the buying public 
often has had its natural appearance materially changed by processing and dye- 
ing. While the dyeing or processing improves the outward appearance of the 
product, it is carried out in large measure with the effect of giving the product 
the appearance of being a fur of a higher grade or quality of the same species of 
animal or for the purpose of having it simulate the fur of a different animal the 
pelt of which is more costly. Because of conditions of this character, the altered 
appearance and simulated character of the product render it difficult and gen- 
erally impossible for the consumer to know what she is buying unless reliable 
factual information is disclosed which dispels the deceptive or misleading condi- 
tions arising from the appearance of the article. For example, when muskrat is 
dyed to have the appearance of mink, as it often is, the resemblance of the imita- 
tion to the genuine is so close as to be most deceptive in the absence of truthful 
disclosure revealing the fact that it is not mink but muskrat. Similarlv, rabbit 
is dyed to imitate seal and many other furs. Thus, in the fur industry, disclosure 
of certain basic facts is essential to the prevention of deception of the public and 
to bring about elimination of unfair competitive practices harmful to business. 

These conditions peculiarly applicable to fur products render it rather easy for 
the development of deception of the consumer which places the reputable manu- 
facturer and merchant at a disadvantage in meeting the competition of less 
scrupulous business rivals, as well as harming the buying public. 

The Federal Trade Commission in 1938 held a trade practice conference for the 
fur industry which was directed to effecting as wide a degree of correction as might 
be possible under existing law. An outgrowth of that conference proceeding was 
the promulgation by the Commission on June 17, 1938, of trade practice rules for 
the industry. Copies of these rules are herewith furnished for the use of the 
committee. The rules were worked out in joint undertaking by the industry and 
the Commission. They are, of course, subject to the limitations of existing law. 
Within those limitations, however, cooperative effort on the part of all concerned 
was sought to aid in the elimination and prevention of unfair or deceptive trade 
practices. Various methods deemed ‘unfair’? under the law were defined and 
cataloged for the information and guidance of merchants, distributors, manu- 
facturers, and the public generally. Substantial improvement within the scope of 
their limitations was effected under these rules. They have been utilized by 
advertisers, Better Business Bureaus, manufacturers, and other marketers in their 
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efforts to elevate the standards of fair practices in the industry and to eliminate 
deceptive or harmful methods insofar as possible even though effective mandatory 
labeling is not available. 


NEEDED SUPPLEMENT TO EXISTING AUTHORITY 


While much has been accomplished under existing authority in stopping con- 
cerns from using bad practices arising in the fur industry from day to day, 
experience has shown that very grievous evils are practiced in certain respects 
which cannot adequately be reached by the legal powers presently available. 
Likewise, other evils of deception in the industry, although possible of being 
reached by present authority, nevertheless require proceedings under genera! 
statutes of such extensive character as to render it difficult to apply the remedy 
quickly enough and on a sufficiently widespread basis as to afford the public and 
honest business an adequate measure of protection. The shortcomings under 
present law would in my opinion be remedied by specific labeling legislation 
along the lines embodied in the bill presently before your committee. At the 
same time these labeling requirements would be simple, practical, and inexpensive 
in their operation. 


TRUTHFUL LABELING AN EFFECTIVE REMEDY 


Deceptive advertising and selling of probably the most harmful character are 
found to take place at the point of sale to the ultimate purchasing consumer 
The advertising, therefore, is largely in local newspapers as to which jurisdiction 
of the Federal Government is limited. While this kind of advertising and selling 
under present law is usually carried on beyond reach of Federal authority, never- 
theless it has its harmful effect throughout the industry, especially since it takes 
place at the very outlet of the flow of commerce through which the industry’s 
products pass. 

Congress has authority to require truthful labeling of these products as they 
pass from manufacturer or processor through the channels of trade to the con- 
suming public. When Congress requires a label to be placed upon goods which 
are the subject of interstate commerce, it is well settled that Congress also has 
the authority to protect the label to prevent its removal or mutilation before 
reaching the consumer even though the last transaction is of local character 
(See United States v. Ury (106 F. (2d) 28); also, U. S. v. Sullivan (332 U.S. 689).) 

One of the best correctives known in respect of false or fraudulent advertising 
at the ultimate sales level lies in having the merchandise correctly labeled to 
reveal the essential truth. Use of advertisements which falsely represent the 
product can hardly become a practice when the label on the merchandise reveals 
the truth which is an antidote for the misrepresentation in the advertising. Such 
truthful labeling exposes the falsity of the advertisement. It is well understood 
that an advertiser cannot afford, as a practical matter, to use false representa- 
tions in his advertising to his customers when that falsity has a good chance of 
being exposed to the customer to whom it is directed. Exposure of the falsity 
would lead to such unfavorable customer reaction against the advertiser as to 
render use of the deceptive advertisement impracticable. The principle that a 
lie cannot operate where the truth is made known, by the label would take care of 
the difficult problem of local false advertising. The corrective truth will be 
available at the point of ultimate sale when congressional authority is applied 
to require the merchadise to carry a label revealing the essential facts. 

For these reasons a specific statute on the subject will materially supplement 
existing authority which at present is inadequate to reach a large volume of the 
deception to which the buying public is exposed in the purchase of fur merchandise. 
Specific labeling legislation will supplement existing authority in such a way as 
to implify its operation and produce correction of the difficulties in question far 
more adequately than is at present possible, to the substantial support of honest 
business and of needed protection of the consuming public. 


FUR NAMES 


The proposed legislation under consideration provides that the fur garment or 
roduct when offered for sale shall bear a label revealing certain basic information. 
Sedeneasi of this information to be revealed is the true name of the animal from 
which the furcame. Revealing the true name of the animal provides a corrective 
for the troublesome practice which involves the use of fictitious animal names; 
also, for the practice of deceptively using the name of a different animal from that 
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which actually produced the fur; or of using merely a trade-mark or meaningless 
designation which conceals the true name of the animal, particularly where the 
natural appearance of the fur has been altered and changed by dyeing or processing 
so as to be disguised and have the appearance of a higher priced fur coming from 
a different animal. Disclosing the true name of the animal which actually pro- 
duced the fur is a basic necessity for closing the door on fraud and deception and 
for having constructive and informative labeling of furs. 

At previous hearings on this subject, there were produced compilations showing 
that rabbit fur, which lends itself to being dyed to imitate almost any other kind of 
fur, has in times past been sold under more than 50 purported animal names, none 
of which revealed the truth that the fur was in fact rabbit. Copies of the list of 
such different names for rabbit are here available for the members of the com- 
mittee. The list shows that garments of rabbit fur have been sold under such 
names as: Arctic seal, beaverette, ermiline, lapin, galland squirrel, muskratine, 
marmontine, leopardine, hudseal, castorette, chapchillas, minkony, nutriette, 
visonette, moline, sealine, etc. 

Rabbit is not the only fur which has been misnamed. The available informa- 
tion shows that skunk has been sold under such names as Alaska sable, black 
marten, civit cat, dipped marten. 

For our common opossum these designations are listed: Australian chincilla, 
Russian marten, Russian stone marten, and other similar names, covering up the 
fact that the product is opossum. 

For muskrat, the reports show these improper designations: Hudson seal, 
brook mink, river sable, water mink, hudsonia, and so forth. 

Manchurian dog has been called Manchurian fox, wolfox, Belgian lynx, Isabella 
fox, etc. 

Squirrel has been disguised under these names: Chinola, flying fox, sableine, 
squirrel sable. 

Nutria has been given such names as Baltic seal, French beaver, nutria seal, 
and cony mole. 

Among the wholly fictitious animal designations which the information shows 
have also been used at one time or another are the following: American wombat 
for dyed lamb. Blue Japanese wolf for dyed goat. Coney-leopard for dyed and 
spotted rabbit. Ercomine for dyed kidskin. Galopin for dyed rabbit. Lacoon 
for Mediterranean sheep. Linette for dyed ringtail cat. Loutrine for dyed 
muskrat. Mand-O-Coon for dyed lamb. Marmink for dyed marmot. 

There are no fur-bearing animals of such named as indicated by this latter 
group. Consequently, the designations are fictitious and deceptive. Such 
deceptive naming would be effectively blocked if the true name were required to 
be shown on the label as specified in the proposed legislation. 

During the past fur season, daily newspaper advertisements of fur garments 
have been found to contain a repetition of many improper and fictitious names. 
Che following are examples of such current misnaming: Civet cat for little spotted 
skunk, stenciled leopard trotter for South American spotted cat, mink marmot 
for marmot, Hudson seal for dyed muskrat, Hudson Bay sable for American 
marten, African leopard for South American spotted cat, chinchilla coney for 
rabbit, black northern seal for rabbit, nutria-dyed beaverette for rabbit, black 
sealine for rabbit, sable coney for rabbit, beaver-striped mouton for lamb, Asiatic 
mink for China mink, leopard for South American spotted cat, beaver-dyed 
mouton for lamb, sapphire-blue-dyed American broadtail for lamb, mouton for 
dyed lamb, mountain sable for bassarisk, sable muskrat for muskrat dyed to 
imitate sable, milk-tail sable coney for dyed rabbit, sable Russian squirrel for 
squirrel dyed to imitate sable. 

The nature of the product in the fur industry—processed, dyed, with its 
outward appearance altered or completely changed—clearly points to the basic 
need for disclosure and use of the true name of the animal. Unless the consumer 
has means of knowing what she is buying, the door is wide open to the opportunity 
for deception, even fraud, to be practiced against her. 

Legislation of the type under consideration should supply on the label the 
means whereby the purchaser may be correctly informed of the truth and not 
be misled. The provision contained in the bill for establishment of a Fur- 
Products Name Guide will also aid greatly in clarifying the question which 
frequently arises of what is the proper name for the different types of fur-bearing 
animals, particularly those of the rare or unusual type found in different parts 
of the world and marketed in this country. 
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DYED AND ARTIFICIALLY COLORED FURS 


Another point that experience has indicated is important to consider is dis- 
closure of the fact that the fur has been dyed or artificially colored or decolored, 
when such is the case. While dyeing and processing with added or artificial 
coloring is often desirable and unobjectionable as such, it nevertheless has an 
effect in the nature of disguising and concealing the true grade or type of fur, of 
altering or covering up natural appearance, and causing the product to simulate 
or imitate furs of a different or more costly animal. The point of whether a 
particular fur is in the true color which nature has bestowed upon the animal, or 
whether it is artificially colored, is highly important to intelligent buying and 
nondeceptive marketing. 

Reputable merchants have long adhered to the practice in their advertising of 
disclosing the fact that a particular fur is dyed, thus revealing that the fur is not in 
its natural color. Unless true disclosure is made of the fact that the product has 
been dyed or its natural color otherwise artificially changed, the door cannot be 
adequately closed to deception and unfair competition. The labeling provided 
for in the bill will appropriately make this information available to the purchaser. 


FUR GARMENTS MADE OF PIECES OR SCRAPS 


Small pieces or scraps of fur from the cutting tables of manufacturers are sewn 
together and made into coats or fur garments. They are pieced together or are 
dyed and striped with color in a way which tends to cover up the fact that the 
garment is composed of scraps or pieces, such as ears, necks, cheeks, paws, skunk 
stripes, squirrel bellies, ete., and to conceal the fact that the garment is not made of 
the main or full pelt of the animal. Garments made of pieces or scraps are of 
course of lower quality and value in comparison with similar garments made of the 
full or main skin. Unless it is disclosed that the garment is made of pieces or 
scraps when such is the fact, deception and misunderstanding in the marketing 
of the product will invariably arise. Reputable concerns generally make some 
disclosure of this fact in their advertising. For examples, we see in certain 
advertisements such designations as the following: grey-dyed Bombay lamb paw, 
mink-dyed pieced marmot, natural squirrel bellies, mink tails, ete. 

Clear disclosure of the truth in this respect is required by the bill under con- 
sideration and this is essential to effectively prevent deception. 


USE OF SECOND-HAND FUR 


Another point of moment is the use of second-hand fur. When the consumer 
buys garments from the ordinary fur store, or when a dealer buys from a fur manu- 
facturer, it is generally presumed that the products so purchased are made of new 
pelts and not in whole or in part of second-hand fur, or fur which has been re- 
claimed from used garments. Deception and even fraud is bound to occur when 
the manufacturer or merchant offers fur garments in which second-hand or used 
fur has been introduced unless there is clear and unmistakable disclosure of the 
fact that the garment contains such used fur or is not composed entirely of new 
pelts, as it otherwise purports to be. Reputable stores would not knowingly per- 
mit second-hand pelts to be used in the purported new fur garments they sell, but 
they as well as the public are exposed to the unfair and deceptive competition in 
cases where trade rivals or fly-by-night elements are tempted to conceal the 
second-hand nature of the pelts in their garments. Honest informative labeling 
and prevention of deception require that this truth be revealed. H. R. 2321 
makes provision for such disclosure. 


PROPOSED LEGISLATION PARALLEL TO WOOL PRODUCTS LABELING ACT 


H. R. 2321 is substantially similar to the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939, 
which is administered by the Federal Trade Commission. Sections 6, 8, 9, 10, 
and 11 of the proposed legislation follow the administrative provisions in the Wool 
Products Labeling Act. They are of the type customarily found advisable and 
appropriate in legislation of this character. They specify procedures which have 
worked effectively and are of the type least burdensome. With these and the 
substantive requirements for honest fur labeling and advertising, legislation of the 
type proposed in the bill will afford protection of very substantial character not 
only to the buying public but also to the industries and trades engaged in the fur 
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[From U. 8. Department of Agriculture Farmers’ Bulletin No. 1519] 


Fur Names Usep ror Dygp Rassit, sut Nor REVEALING THE Facr Fur Was 


Arctic seal_- : 
Australian seal__ 
Baltic black fox- 


Baltic brown fox. __..____. ait 


Baltic leopard 


Baltic lion 
Baltic red fox. 
Baltic seal_-- -- 
Baltic tiger —- 


Baltic white fox 
Bay seal___-- - 
Beaverette__-- 
Belgian beaver - - 
Bluerette- : 
Castorette_____- 
Chapchillas_ 
Chinchillette 
Coast seal _ 
Cony - 


Cony leopard 
Cony mole 
Electric beaver 
Electric mole 
Electric seal _ _ - 
Ermiline___- 
Erminette 
Fox hair 
Galland squirrel. 
Galopin. 

Lapin. 
Marmotine. 
French beaver 
French chincilla 
French cony - 
French leopard 
French sable 
French seal- 
Imitation ermine 
Mendoza beaver 
Meskin beaver- 
Meskin ermine_- 
Meskin moline 
Meskin seal 
Minkony 

Molin 

Moline 
Muskratine 
Near seal 
Northern seal 
Nutriette 

Polar seal 

Red River seal 
Roman seal 
Russian leopard 
Sable hair 
Sealette 
Sealine 
Squirrelette 
Squirreling 
\ isonette 


Fox-dyed hare 


’ 


RABBIT 


Seal-dyed rabbit. 

Sheared and seal-dyed Australian rabbit. 

Black-dyed rabbit. 

Brown-dyed hare. 

Australian rabbit 
resemble leopard. 

Australian rabbit in natural color. 

Natural-red Australian rabbit. 

Seal-dyed rabbit. 

Australian rabbit dyed and marked to imi- 
tate tiger. 

Natural white rabbit or natural white hare. 

Seal-dyed rabbit. 

Beaver-dyed rabbit. 

Beaver-dyed rabbit. 

Blue-dyed rabbit. 

Beaver-dyed rabbit. 

Sheared and chinchilla-dyed white hare. 

Chinchilla-dyed rabbit. 

Sheared and seal-dyed rabbit. 

Another name for rabbit particularly those 
from Europe. 

Rabbit dyed and marked to imitate leopard. 

Sheared and mole-dyed rabbit. 

Beaver-dyed rabbit. 

Mole-dyed rabbit. 

Seal-dyed rabbit. 

White rabbit. 

White rabbit. 


dyed and marked to 


Beaver-dyed rabbit. 

Chinchilla-dyed hare. 

Sheared white rabbit. 

Hare dyed and marked to resemble leopard. 
Sable-dyed rabbit. 

Sheared and seal-dyed rabbit. 

White rabbit. 

Sheared and beaver-dyed rabbit. 

Sheared and beaver-dyed rabbit. 

White rabbit. 

Mole-dved rabbit. 

Sheared and seal-dyed rabbit. 

Mink-dyed rabbit. 
Mole-dyed rabbit, 
Mole-dyed rabbit. 
Sheared and seal-dyed rabbit. 

Sheared and seal-dved rabbit 

Sheared and seal-dyed rabbit 

Rabbit sheared and dyed to imitate nutria. 
Seal-dved rabbit. 

Seal-dved rabbit. 

Seal-dved rabbit. 

Rabbit dyed and marked to imitate leopard 
Sable-dyed hare. 

Seal-dyed rabbit. 

Sheared and seal-dyed Australian rabbit. 
Sguirrel-dved rabbit. 

Squirrel-dyved rabbit. 


Mink-dyed rabbit. 


sheared. 
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The Cuarrman. Mr. Heselton. 

Mr. Hesevron. I have noted in the hearings of 1949, page 44, the 
Commission recommended an amendm®nt to section 3 which appar- 
ently the committee adopted. I find there is a slight difference. In 
line 8, the phase is “and an unfair and deceptive act or practice.” 

In the hearings in 1949 it read ‘“‘and an unfair or deceptive act or 
practice.’’ In other words, the Commission recommended an amend- 
ment with the word “‘or’’ in line 8 and your bill here carries the word 
“and.” 

Mr. O’Hara. I probably should check that because I intended to 
copy exactly what was passed by the committee as amended on the 
floor. We had better check. 

Mr. Mituier. We wiil check that, Mr. Heselton. That language 
comes directly from the Federal Trade Commission Act, and it should 
be coordinated. 

Mr. Hese_ton. Now, secondly, in the hearings in 1949 you were 
asked if any estimate had been provided in the budget for the addi- 
tional cost of administering the legislation. As I recall, you said 
there was an estimate of approximately $75,000 at the outset. 

Mr. Miuier. That was the estimate that was made last year. 
There has been no new estimate made. However, I think for the 
first year that estimate holds true. You see, we feel that we are able 
to carry out this legislation more economically than would otherwise 
be possible because of the fact that we have the machinery in operation 
under the Wool Products Labeling Act, and this would fit right in. 

Mr. Heserron. Finally, we have in the District or hereabouts a 
certain natural-pastel mink coat. Is that a dyed product, to your 
knowledge? 

Mr. Miuuer. I am unable to say, Mr. Congressman. I have not 
had an opportunity to see it. 

Mr. Hesetton. Would it in your opinion come within the pro- 
visions of the Labeling Requirements Act? 

Mr. Mituer. If the color of the mink has been changed, as per- 
haps the word “ pastel”’ means, and I am not too familiar with that-— 
or perhaps they might have been able to develop a species of mink 
that produces a pastel shade—if that were artificially colored to 
produce such shade, this legislation would merely require that it be 
disclosed that it was dyed. 

Mr. Hesevron. That it was dyed? 

Mr. Miuzer. That is right. 

The CuarrmMan. Mr. O'Hara. 

Mr. O’Hara. Mr. Miller, in your various objective descriptions 
of these furs, particularly rabbit and some of the cheaper furs, I 
noticed that they intersperse the word ‘‘sable,’’ which is an expen- 
sive fur; “seal,’’ which is an expensive fur. Is that not true? 

Mr. Miuuer. Both sable and seal are perhaps way up in the top 
brackets. 

Mr. O’Hara. Beaver is also a relatively expensive fur; is it not? 

Mr. Minter. It is, and my understanding is that it is very scarce. 

Mr. O'Hara. Then vou also often have it referred to as mink, which 
is a relatively expensive fur and which is easily simulated in the dyeing 
process such as these other colors are so that it misleads as to color 
oftentimes, and misleads as to what the animal is, as a matter of fact. 

Mr. Miniter. That is true. It seems to me that it is a justified 
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commentary that, in all this matter of using different animal names on 
a fur, animal names that are not the name of the animal that produced 
the fur; it is always a higher-quality name that is used. You would 
never see someone dyeing muskrat and calling it rabbit or coney or 
something of that sort. He would not use a lower-grade name on a 
simulated product but always a higher-grade name. 

The reason is quite obvious there. It is, of course, to indicate the 
appearance at least and perhaps some of the qualities and various 
characteristics of the more costly fur. 

Mr. O’Hara. With reference to the matter of fur coats—and [ 
certainly am not speaking as an expert, of course—the better-type fur 
coat is made up of the backs of the animal, as large pieces as can be 
worked in the garment, because the fewer pieces you have the stronger 
garment you have. Is that practically true in a general sense? 

Mr. Mruier. Yes; I think it is true. In muskrat, particularly, 
the back is desirable, the more desirable part. A coat made of musk- 
rat bellies is less costly, very materially less than one made of backs. 

It is not uncommon to see advertisements of muskrat coats as being 
coats of northern back muskrat. Now that can be true, and it is a 
fine coat. They are made out of the backs of muskrat. 

Mr. O’Hara. Of course, the bellies of the furs are far less wearing 
and far less durable than the backs; is that not generally true? 

Mr. Miuuer. That is generally true. 

Mr. O’Hara. I notice some of our fur friends smiling over my 
attempt to describe this, but I know that they are experts and will 
be happy to tell us all about that. 

That is ali | have, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Hale. 

Mr. Haute. Are rabbit and hare the same? 

Mr. Mitier. Frankly, I do not know. 

Mr. Hare. What is the hare? 1 have always heard about hare. 

Mr. Mixer. I| think in some parts of the world they call it a hare 
and in other parts of the world they call the same animal the rabbit. 
There is perhaps, zoologically speaking, a slight difference. What 
it is, | do not know. 

Mr. Haute. At the hearing 2 years ago, my favorite term was 
“jungle raccoon mink.”’ Does that figure any longer? 

Mr. Miuuer. I have not seen that phrase appearing since the last 
hearing. 

Mr. Hate. I should hate to see the jungle raccoon mink go. There 
was more ingenuity used in that name than in most. 

Mr. Mixtier. Another one we had the last time was Baltic leopard 
for Australian rabbit. Of course, there is no leopard in the Baltic 
and the animal did not come from the Baltic. It was rabbit from 
Australia. 

Mr. O’Hara. What was the one about the dog that was called 
some sort of China lion? 

Mr. Mituer. Yes, Manchurian wolf. The word “wolf” applied 
to the dog, a very close cousin, I suppose. But you rarely see any 
fur designated in the advertisement as dog. The “wolf” is frequently 
used, and there again there is the tendency on the part of an adver- 
tiser to keep away from something that he feels may not set so well 
with the consumer. 
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The CuarrMan. I should like to ask one question: Do you have 
practical jurisdiction over the administration of the Wool Labeling 
Act? 

Mr. Miuuuer. Yes, the Federal Trade Commission has; that is 
correct. 

The CuHatrMaANn. Do you remember the controversy that was in- 
volved in the consideration of that bill? 

Mr. Miuuier. Yes; there was a great controversy. I should say it 
raged for quite a while. There were many people in the industry who 
opposed the legislation and thought it would be rather disastrous, but 
our experience has been that their attitude in that respect has changed 
entirely. I have had manufacturers come to me, who I knew were 
opposed to it and who were outspoken in their opposition to it, and 
say, ‘‘We could not get along today without the Wool Products 
Labeling Act which clarifies the matter of labeling woolen garments.” 

The CHairMan. You say this legislation is pretty much patterned 
after it? 

Mr. Mituer. It is pretty much patterned after it. It follows the 
same policy—merely states the truth and lets the truth be the correc- 
tive to false representation and imposition upon the purchasing 
public. 

There is no ban on a person selling anything he wants to under this 
legislation or under the Wool Act. He may sell anything he wishes, 
he may make it in any way he wants—merely tell the truth about 
what he is selling; that is the policy. 

The CuatrMan. Thank you, Mr. Miller. 

Mr. Miuier. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrMan. Mr. Joseph H. Francis. 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH H. FRANCIS, EXECUTIVE [SECRETARY OF 
THE NATIONAL BOARD OF FUR FARM ORGANIZATIONS, 
MORGAN, UTAH 


Mr. Francis. My name is Joseph H. Francis, I am a resident of 
Morgan, Utah. I am executive secretary of the National Board of 
Fur Farm Organizations, which is a national association representing 
some 38 States, regional, and local fur-farmer associations in the 
United States. 

Mr. Chairman, in compliance with your request that we keep our 
statements very brief, ] would like to say that this statement is a 
compilation of the views of those 38 associations and it will take 
about 15 minutes to read the statement. I will be able to eliminate 
some of it and I think that we have done quite a good job in conserving 
your time in limiting ourselves to this minimum amount of testimony. 

The CHarrMan. Please proceed. 

Mr. Francis. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, our 
position in supporting the passage of this legislation has not changed 
since its introduction several years ago. In fact, we feel the need 
for passage of this legislation is more apparent today than ever before. 

lam sure that most of the members of this committee are acquainted 
with the long historical legislative background that is embodied in 
the bill under consideration. But for the benefit of those who may 
not be acquainted with the background, it may be well to briefly 
state that the need for requiring the labeling of fur products came 
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about as the result of extensive hearings held in 1946 by the House 
Agriculture Committee when an investigation was made into the 
problems of the fur industry. 

A bill was introduced in 1947 and hearings held by this committee 
in 1948. Out of these hearings, the committee drafted a substitute 
bill and reported it out favorably, but it died on the House Calendar. 
Hearings were also held by the Senate Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce Committee on the original bill in 1948 but these hearings were 
never completed. 

The substitute bill as reported by this committee in 1948 was 
introduced in 1949 in both the House and Senate. The bill was 
amended by the committee, reported favorably, and passed the 
House. The Senate held hearings on the House bill, reported it 
favorably, but it died on the Senate Calendar. 

In January of this year, again bills have been introduced in both 
the House and Senate. The Senate bill has been reported favorably 
and is now on the calendar. It may be of interest to state that last 
year the House Small Business Committee, which conducted hearings 
into the problems for the fur-producing industry, also recommended 
in their report that this legislation be passed; during these extensive 
investigations and actions that have been taken not one vote has been 
cast against this legislation. This is substantial evidence as to the 
merits of the bill, both as to its needs and benefits. Any extensive 
statement would only be in large part repetitious of the volumes of 
information that have already been presented. However, there are 
a few points that may be of value to you in your reconsideration of 
this legislation. 

The under lying principle in back of the Fur Labeling Act is identical 
with those of other labeling acts. If business is allowed to run 
unrestrained to a point where truthful representations of its products 
are ignored, covered up, or bleached to where it becomes confusing 
or they cannot be identified, the ethical operator is penalized and many 
people are hurt, especially the consumers. 

Consequently, society has vested in the Government the responsi- 
bility of protecting the public against fraud and deception. There 
are two mediums ihieugh which we can provide this needed protec- 
tion. We can, to the best of our ability, provide the consumer with 
the truth, or we can, by investigation of all businesses, expose the 
names of unethical operators. There can be little question as to the 
course we should follow, for experience has taught us the proper course 
to take. 

The principle of the legislation before us is not new, but it is a part 
of a growing body of legislation to protect the consuming public in 
the field of food, drugs, weights and measures, and clothing. 

Twelve years ago, Congress passed a similar bill known as the Wool 
Products Labeling Act. The basie arguments against the proposed 
fur labeling bill are identical to those levied against the Wool Products 
Labeling Act, namely: 

Sponsors of measure would saddle great burden on the industry. 

Federal Trade Commission is adequately empowered to compel 
truthful representation. 

Consumers will be victimized by poorly constructed and carelessly 
processed materials. 

Impossible to administer and enforce. 
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If you will study the reports, you will find that the same reasons 
were presented to defeat the wool labeling bill as are now being pre- 
sented to defeat this bill; yet, after 12 years of operation, experienc e 
has proven them to be either w rong, soiako ading, or of no consequence. 
The fact is that the benefits to the consumer and the general accep- 
tance by all branches of the woolen industry are so great that I doubt 
if even the members of the committee who signed the minority 
report would desire to have it repealed. 

I am not so absorbed in the virtues of the bill before us to imply 
that fur is identical to wool; if that were true, it would be a simple 
matter of amending the W ool Products Labeling Act; but the celeained 
purpose is the same. 

Truthful disclosure of the contents of the product contained in the 
article for sale is paramount. The consumer is faced with the same 
problem of being forced to take a chance upon the reliability of the 
furrier to tell the true species or kind of fur in the fur article, just as 
she had to rely upon the honesty of the salesman to tell her the con- 
tent of the fiber in cloth articles before the Wool Labeling Act was 
passed. The question of reliability of the salesman can only be 
determined after the sale is made, whereas positive truthful disclosure 
to protect the consumer before she makes the sale has proven to be 
the best safeguard, as it acts as a protection as well as a remedy in 
eliminating unfair practices. 

Exhaustive evidence of the deception, fraud, and misrepresentation 
that is being carried on by the fur industry in offering its products for 
sale to the consumer has been presented during the extended course of 
hearings that have been held. A summary of this evidence has proven 
that furs or fur garments reach the purchasing public in such form 
as to be peculiarly susceptible to the operation of confusion and 
deception of purchasers. 

Although a product of nature, fur, when offered and sold to the 
buying public, in most cases has had its natural appearance materially 
changed by processing and dyeing. While the dyeing or processing 
improves the outward appearance of the product, it is carried out in 
large measure with the effect and for the purpose of giving the product 
the outward appearance of being a fur of higher grade or quality of the 
same species of animal or, more often, for the purpose of having it 
simulate and look like the fur of a different animal whose pelt is more 
valuable and costly. 

Because of these conditions, the altered appearance of the product 
renders it impossible for the housewife to know what she is buying 
unless reliable factual information is disclosed which dispels the 
deceptive or misleading conditions arising from the changed appear- 
ance of the article. For e sample, when muskrat is dyed and processed 
to have the appearance of mink, the resemblance of the imitation to the 
genuine is so close as to be most deceptive in the absence of truthful 
disclosure reve aling the fact that it is not mink but muskrat. 

Similarly, rabbit is dyed and processed to imitate seal and many 
other furs. For instance, it was brought out at the hearings before 
your committee that rabbit fur has been sold under 50 other names, 
none of which revealed that the fur was actually rabbit. Examples of 
a few of the fictitious names used are arctic seal, beaverette, ermiline, 
lapin, galland squirrel, muskratine, marmotine, leopardine, hudseal, 
nutriette, visonette, moline, sealine, and so forth. 
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Rabbit is not the only fur which has been misnamed. ‘The avail- 
able information shows that muskrat has been sold under such names 
as Hudson seal, brook mink, river sable, flying fox, water mink, 
Hudsonia, and so forth. Squirrel has been disguised under these 
names: Chinola, sabeline, squirrel sable, and so forth. Opossum as 
Australian chinchilla, Russian marten, marcoon, and so forth. 

During the hearings on this legislation, the Federal Trade Com- 
mission introduced into the record a sampling of recent fur advertise- 
ments which appeared in newspapers throughout the country. This 
list, which comprised some 200 advertisements, demonstrates clearly 
the misleading and deceptive advertising. Such deception as above 
would be effectively blocked if the true name were required to be 
shown on the label as specified in the proposed legislation. 

Another point that experience has indicated is important is whether 
a particular fur is offered to the public in its true, natural color, or 
whether it is artificially colored. Reputable merchants usually follow 
the practice of disclosing the fact if the fur is offered in its natural or 
artificial color. Unless this disclosure is required of all merchants, 
it constitutes unfair competition in the trade and is deceiving to the 
public. The bill would require this information to be shown on the 
label, thus eliminating this deception and unfair competition. 

Small pieces or scraps of fur from the cutting tabies of manufacturers 
are sewn together and made into fur coats and other fur articles. They 
are placed together, dyed, and striped with color in a way which covers 
up the fact that the garment is composed of scraps, such as ears, 
necks, cheeks, paws, bellies, and so forth. Garments made of such 
scraps or pieces are of lower quality and value in comparison to similar 
garments made of the full or main skin. Again, reputable concerns 
would disclose this fact, but many do not; thus, to eliminate dec eption 
and unfair competition, the bill requires this fact to be known. 

When the housewife buys a fur article, it is generally presumed that 
the product is made of new pelts and does not contain, in part or 
whole, second-hand fur which has been reclaimed from used garments. 
But this is not always the case, especially where fly-by-night elements 
in the business are concerned. Here again this type of fraud and 
deception would be stopped as the bill would require that, if used fur 
were contained in the garment, this fact would be disclosed on the 
label. 

30th the trade and the consumer are more familiar and have a 
greater knowledge of the various kinds of domestically raised fur than 
of foreign-produced fur. The large increase of imported fur from all 
parts of the world is adding to the confusion and difficulty of identify- 
ing fur articles as to type and kind. 

I would like to state for the interest of the committee that fur im- 
ports in the United States are running well over $100 million a year. 
With this large importation of furs and the various kinds of names 
and categories of furs and species, it is naturally becoming more con- 
fusing to the public than it was a number of years ago when we had 
a considerably lesser amount of these furs imported. 

By requiring the use and assimilation of the proper names of the 
fur used in fur articles according to the animals that produced the 
fur, a general classification. according to specie and kind will be main- 
tained and offer considerable protection to the consumer and those 
dealing in furs. 
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The extent of savings that may occur to the consuming public by 
eliminating fraud and deception in the fur business can be somewhat 
realized as was brought out in the hearings by the fact that the annual 
retail value of furs sold in this country is estimated between one-half 
and three-quarter billion dollars. 

On the other hand, application of such a requirement is neither 
costly nor burdensome to the industry. The average price of all fur 
articles sold at retail is between two and three hundred dollars. A 
housewife investing that much money in a single article is entitled to 
have it properly labeled to know what she is buying. If a label similar 
to that applied to woolen articles, many of which sell below $1, can- 
not be considered costly or burdensome, surely fur articles selling for 
hundreds of dollars cannot be considered costly or burdensome. 

At this point, I would like to digress somewhat from my statement 
to read you a letter received from a nationally known fur retailer 
which is representative of the many letters we have received from 
reliable people in the fur business who are in favor of this bill. 

You know that I have always been a supporter of the Labeling Act. It is too 
bad that our Government in Washington cannot see the necessity of such an act. 
Our fur business would be improved 50 percent if it were put into effect. The 
unlimited list as to where the animals come from, what kind they are, and so 
forth, is most misleading to the eonsumer. They go from store to store looking 
for a certain kind of mink such as pastel and are told a different story in prac- 
tically every place they go. They even go so far as to say the finest pastels come 
from Russia, that they are the only ones that can get them, that they cannot 
be found in any other stores, that they have the exclusive agency for them, and 
all this sort of thing. If the goods were really and truly marked as to where 
they come from, where they originate, and the truth put into the fur business, it 
would certainly make a difference in the industry. 

There are many furriers in these United States who would be for this bill but 
they are afraid to come out for it because of the source of their goods. I am not 
in any way tied up with these kinds of fellows and when I want merchandise | 
can go to the auction companies and buy it and be free to speak my mind. What 
the American women need today is more confidence in our industry. They have 
practicaily lost all they had and vou really can’t blame them. The big fur 
dealers in the East fight it because they like to get goods from three or four 
sections of the United States and put them together and call them Labrador 
mink. If this is done, they would have to truthfully label the goods and naturally 
would not get the high prices and great profits they are making this way. 

I will not bother to read other eopies of letters, Mr. Chairman, and 
I have withheld giving the name of this person and his business for 
the reason that I have not had authority to place it in the record, but 
it is here for review of the committee if they care to have it. 

We believe that the charges made by the opponents of this bill to 
the effect it is bureaucratic and the matter should be turned over to 
the local authorities and industries to police are unsound. 

Of course, as businessmen, we feel that the Government should 
assist us to protect our reputation and geod name against the un- 
scrupulous by protecting our personal or “business labels be: aring our 
trade-marks and trade names, and recognize that Government should 
protect our processes under patent laws, whatever the cost may be. 

We approve the Government requiring proper labeling of foods, 
drugs, and other things that we buy, but the minute Government 
considers the advisability of requiring us to disclose the truth on the 
articles we sell to others, then all of a sudden, Government turns into 
a bureaucrat, the constitutionality is questioned, and sponsors have 
ulterior motives. 
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I am not an expert in political science, so I cannot enlighten you 
as to whether the statements that have beer made in regard to the 
legislation setting up a bureaucrat rule is true or not, nor do I possess 
the legal intelligence to render a decision as to its constitutionality. 
However, I do hope I can be of some help to the committee in express- 
ing my views on other important matters that have been bought up 
in relation to the proposed legislation. 

In regard to the industry policing its own business, I do not want 
to be misinterpreted as being opposed or unappreciative of the efforts 
being made by voluntary associations to encourage their members to 
operate on sound, ethical business practices. But I do want to point 
out that the field in which they can successfully operate is limited. 

Policing by the industry for the benefit of the members in the in- 
dustry is one thing. But policing by the members of the industry 
for the benefit of those outside the industry is entirely a different 
matter. 

It is interesting to note that in the testimony presented by the 
opponents, they admit they are unable to cope with the problem of 
unethical persons in the industry using “exaggerated comparative 
prices in advertising’ which is unfair to the ethical businessman, 
which is a problem that concerns primarily the industry itself. Yet, 
in the same breath, they claim such power and control over their 
members and even nonmembers of their organizations as to assure 
the consumer ample protection against fraud and deception. 

Having had considerable experience as an officer in trade organiza- 
tions, I can state that the quickest way to destroy a voluntary trade 
organization is to make policemen of their officers. No trade organ- 
ization is going to destroy itself trying to solve problems outside the 
purposes or jurisdiction for which it was organized. 

It is presumptuous to expect the consumer who has been the 
victim of deception or fraud to appeal to the trade organization for 
redress when the person or firm in question is financially supporting 
the officers of the organization to protect their interests. We know 
the decision that faces the consumer; she is either forced to take the 
loss or employ an attorney, whose costs or fees, in most cases, are 
more than the loss. 

Now as to the matter of the problem being a local matter and 
therefore beyond the power and jurisdiction of the Federal Trade 
Commission, it is doubtful if an industry comes more within the juris- 
diction of interstate commerce than the fur industry does. 

It has been stated by those opposing the bill that 80 to 90 percent 
of all fur wearing apparel is manufactured in one city, New York 
City. If 80 to 90 percent of all the furs produced must be shipped to 
New York City for manufacturing and redistributed over the United 
States for sale to retailers, proper labeling of fur is very much an 
interstate problem. 

As far as advertising is concerned, I am sure there is little argu- 
ment but that practically all newspapers, which are our largest 
advertising medium, are considered interstate business. 

Instead of questioning the jurisdictional power or authority of the 
Federal Trade Commission, the entire industry should compliment 
them on being alert and desirous of trying to solve the problems that 
are rightfully their duty and responsibility. For, if Congress does not 
delegate to them the authority which they need as contained in this 











50 FUR LABELING 


legislation, the various States and local governments will act, and the 
industry will suffer from its own short-sightedness. 

For the same situation will arise as in all cases wherein the Federal 
Government does not assume its responsibilities to solve interstate 
problems, each State takes action, and the industry is saddled with the 
burden of compliance to numerous laws of different nature rather than 
one uniform law applying to all the industry. 

It is high time the fur industry took the biindfolds off and faced the 
facts that consumers are not going to sit idly by without having some 
protection against the abuses of unethical operators in our industry 
Are not the opponents aware of the fact that during the course of 
hearings on this legislation, while they have been crying there is no 
need, no abuses, and all is well in the fur industry, that fur-labeling 
bills have been introduced in States, one of which has been passed just 
recently, and other States are awaiting the outcome of this legislation 
to see if they will have to take action in the absence of what is right- 
fully a matter of Federal jurisdiction and responsibility. 

Claims by the opponents that elimination ef abuses in the fur trade 
is a local problem is a disillusionment. We call to your attention 
that while hearings were in progress here in Washington, and national! 
fur trade associations were opposing Federal legislation on the grounds 
it was a local problem, members of their own organization were fight- 
ing the passing of similar State legislation. 

I would like to offer for the record a clipping which appeared in the 
Milwaukee Journal, of March 16, 1949, while the State labeling law 
was up for consideration before their assembly. 

This clipping reads in part as follows: 

Milwaukee and Wisconsin retail furriers will fight proposed Wisconsin State 
legislation requiring fur garments to carry labels identifying the fur used “in 
plain English.” 

Edward Zunk, president of the Associated Retail Furriers of Milwaukee, so 
asserted here today as the bill, passed by the House, went to the Wisconsin Senate 
for final action. 

I would also like to read one short statement from the Women’s 
Wear Daily of July 13, 1949, captioned, “‘Wisconsin enacts fur-labeling 
law despite retail opposition.” 

Further down it says as a concluding statement in this article: 

Retailers here— 
meaning in the State of Wisconsin— 
generally are agreed that legitimate operators have nothing to fear from either the 
State or National legislation because the majority of these operators have been 
advertising and selling coats ‘‘for what they are.” 


(The clippings in their entirety are as follows:) 
[From Womens Wear, July 13, 1949] 
Wisconsin Enacts Fur LABeutinGc Law Despire Rerait Opposrrion 


Milwaukee, July 12.—All furs with a retail of $50 and more sold by Wisconsin 
retailers must conspicuously display a tag or label bearing in plain print in English 
the species of fur or pelt used therein, under a new State law enacted by the 
Wisconsin State Legislature and signed by Governor Rennebohm. 

Wisconsin is believed to be the first State to adopt such a law. 

The measure was opposed by many retailers who maintained that the law was 
unnecessary since furs have always been identified in a manner known to the 
public. Proponents of the measure appearing at hearings on the bill, including 
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representatives of women’s groups, contended that many of the labels and much 
of the advertising was deceptive, in some cases intentionally so. 

The new law reads: ‘“‘No person shall sell or offer or display for sale any coat, 
jacket or other garment made wholly or partially of fur without having attached 
thereto and conspicuously displayed a tag or label bearing in plain print in 
English the species of fur or pelt used therein. This section shall not apply to 
such garments as are displayed or offered for sale or sold at a price of less than 
$50.” 

Violators are subject to fines of not less than $10 nor more than $100 for each 
violation. 

Concern is being displayed by retailers here over the proposed national legis- 
lation on fur labeling, especially as regards the section requiring inclusion of the 
manufacturer’s name and the point of origin of the fur. 

In the former case, many retailers believe that “it’s no one’s business where we 
purchase our coats or pelis, as long as we sell them for what they actually are. 
Why should we have to tell our competition, for instance, where we purchased an 
especially ‘good buy’? Why should we have to reveal a good source of supply, 
one that is known only to us?” 

The point-of-origin specification is undesirable, many believe because of the 
complications surrounding such information. It is noted that in order to match 
pelts in a coat, it is oftentimes necessary to use pelts from several countries to do 
the job right. A tag with each country listed would certainly tend to confuse the 
potential buyer, it is asserted. 

Retailers here generally are agreed that legitimate operators have nothing to 
fear from either the State or National legislation because the majority of these 
operators have been advertising and selling coats for what they are. Many agree 
that proper labeling—that is, labeling with reason—will help dispel from the 
minds of the public the suspicion created in the minds of many people by the 
shyster practices of a limited few who have been knowingly deceiving the public. 

The author of the Wisconsin State labeling bill is Mrs. Sylvia Raihle, Chippewa 
County legislator, who said she wanted to end a racket which has swindled the 
people of Wisconsin for many years. 

She asserted that ‘‘today muskrat is dyed and sold as mink, Hudson seal and so 
down the list. It is a racket of deception, dishonest, and contrary to the Wis- 
consin idea.”’ 


ASSEMBLY BILLs 


Introduced in the assembly were these bills: 
Mrs. RarHuie, Republican, Chippewa Falls—To provide that all fur garments 
bear tags describing the species of fur used. 


{From Milwaukee Journal, March 16, 1949] 
Wisconsin Retaiters WIiLt Ficutr State Fur LABELING LEGISLATION 


Milwaukee, Wis., March 16.—Milwaukee and Wisconsin retail furriers will 
fight proposed Wisconsin State legislation requiring fur garments to carry labels 
identifying the fur used “in plain English.” 

Edward Zunk, president of the Associated Retail Furriers of Milwaukee, so 
asserted here today as the bill, passed by the House, went to the Wisconsin Senate 
for final action. 

“The Milwaukee retail fur industry is reputed to be the cleanest in the country, 
and is being contacted by other cities for information as to steps taken to place it 
in this leading position,’’ Mr. Zunk declared. 

The association official maintained there was no need for exact identification of 
furs, such as rabbit for coney or muskrat for Hudson seal, since these identifica- 
tions have been in effect for vears, and women have been educated to know what 
they mean, 

“Retailers give full information about any fur to customers if requested,” 
he continued. ‘Some even offer such information unsolicited, and all furs sold 
locally are labeled according to FTC rules and regulations which, in our opinion, 
are sufficient. 

“In addition, all furs are marked on the back for verification of retailer claims. 
Additional labeling could serve no further helpful purpose insofar as the average 
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customer is concerned. We will fight the measure at the forthcoming legislative 
hearing. 

Mr. Francis. It may be also of interest to note that while Congress 
has been considering this legislation, Canada, a large fur-producing 
country, has passed a similar act called the Dominion Fur Labeling 
Act. 

The need for action is so apparent and obvious that the question in 
regard to this legislation is not one of whether it is necessary, but one 
of whether it goes far enough to give the consumer the protection she 
needs. 

I want to briefly point out that the bill will only do what it is 
designed to do; that is, tell the truth. It is not a Government labeling 
bill, nor is it a Government grading bill as some would have us believe, 
but a fur-labeling bill, requiring the true name of the fur to be used 
instead of a fictitious name. Disclosing the true name of a person or 
article merely identifies the person or products. Setting forth 
standards and grades of the products after they have been properly 
labeled is a different matter. 

The consumers have not been misled, nor are they confused by the 
labeling of food or drugs. They are aware that such acts of Congress 
do not classify articles as to standards or grades. We must first know 
what an article is before we can grade it, and standards do not mean 
anything to the consumer if she does not know what kind of fur she is 
purchasing. 

Requiring rabbit to be sold as rabbit instead of Mendoza beaver or 
New Zealand seal does not imply in any manner that it is good, poor, 
or medium grade of rabbit. 

If the opponents of the bill are desirous and inclined to feel that 
some system should be perfected whereby grades or standards can be 
applied to fur articles, I am sure the producers would be happy to 
cooperate to see if some means could be worked out in the future to 
further protect the consumer. But until such a time as a system of 
applying standards or grades for furs can be perfected, the consumer 
is entitled to such protection as the Government and the industry can 
now, within reason, provide. 

Now, as to charges or inferences as to the motives of the sponsors 
and supporters of the bill that have been spread throughout the hear- 
ings by the opponents, the position of the fur farmers is the same to- 
day as when the bill was first introduced. 

Our reason for supporting this legislation is based on the same prin- 
ciples that all honest business must rely upon—to provide the con- 
sumer with a good quality article at the lowest possible price. Mis- 
representation penalizes and discriminates against the producer pro- 
ducer of high-quality merchandise. The success of our industry de- 
pends upon breeding and producing high-quality fur animals and hav- 
ing the fur identified by its true name. 

The use of the names of these animals in a deceptive and misleading 
manner in connection with cheaper furs constitutes a method of com- 
petition which unduly burdens our industry. We cannot educate the 
consumer as to the quality of the product we produce if our product 
is confused with or sold under other names in a manner whereby it 
cannot be identified. 

The whole underlying purpose of this legislation is that the truth 
shall be made known; then the consumer can determine, on the basis 
of the truth, her purchase, 
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We believe that the standard or business ethies of our industry shall 
not rise above the level of knowledge which the consumer has of the 
product. Provide the consumer with the knowledge and truth of the 
product, and unfair trade practices will voluntarily disappear from the 
industry. 

Before concluding, I feel it is important that the differences between 
the Senate bill, S. 508 which is on the Senate Calendar, and the House 
bill, H. R. 2321, which we are now considering, be pointed out. The 
bills are identical with the following two exceptions. ; 

First, in sections 4 and 5, the Senate bill adds a new subsection which 
reads as follows: 

(F) the name of the country of origin of any imported furs used in the 
fur products in the coats. 

Second, in sections 4, 5, and 6, the Senate bill deletes the following 
language: ‘unless such name, or names are preceded by the words 
‘processed to simulate’ and the fur product has been so processed.”’ 

We feel that these two amendments should be made to the House 
bill, the first amendment which requires that the labels, advertise- 
ments, and invoices must show the country of origin of the fur would 
bring the bill into conformity with the requirements of existing laws 
governing the general importation of products imported into the 
United States, which must be so marked to show the country of 
origin so that purchasers may know from whence such goods came 
and for this information to guide them when choosing their purchase. 

This amendment would aid materially in putting an end to the 
practice of representing that the fur originating in a particular country, 
when such is not true and will close the door to the possibility of the 
furs of one country being passed off for those of another. 

It is a requirement that should apply to all imports, not just fu-, 
for the protection of American industry, labor, and consumer. To 
allow the sale of a product produced by American industry and labor 
to be sold under the name of a foreign country or to permit the sale 
of a foreign product as an American product is like swapping flags 
for the sake of a dollar. What incentive is there for American 
industry or labor to produce a good quality article if it is sold as a 
foreign product? And the same responsibility rests with us to see 
that a product containing poor quality of materials and workmanship 
is not palmed off as belonging to a foreign country. 

In regard to the second difference between the House and Senate 
bills, the House bill provides that the name of no other animal except 
the animal which produces the fur shall appear on the label, “unless 
such name, or names are preceded by the words ‘processed to simulate’ 
and the fur product has been so processed.’ ”’ 

The Senate bill deletes the underlined material in this section. To 
leave this language which now appears in the House bill, would be 
contrary to the purpose of the legislation because it allows two names 
to appear on the label when there is only one kind of fur used in the 
article and that it is deceptive and confusing to purchasers and, in 
effect, licenses deceptive labeling, advertising, and invoicing instead 
of prohibiting it. 

It is also contended that when we use such a provision as this we 
are straying away from the basic principle of all labeling legislation 
which is to require truthful disclosure of the facts as to content of the 
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product—that whether one kind of fur can be processed to simulate 
another fur is purely an opinion, not a fact. 

It is further contended that to require the Federal Trade Commis- 

sion to see that a fur product has been so processed as to make it 
simulate that of another fur would place an impossible enforcement 
task upon the Commission. All fur must be processed before it can 
be used—what it looks like after it is processed is purely a matter of 
opinion. 
+ This would set up a dangerous precedent for all labeling legislation. 
For example, to allow such language to be placed in legislation requir- 
ing the labeling of food, drugs, or wool, would virtually make these 
laws worthless. All labeling legislation must be limited to disclosure 
of facts—not someone’s opinion, which is unenforceable. 

Testimony presented during the hearings by both the opponents 
and proponents agree that one kind of fur cannot be processed or 
changed to simulate another. In the opinion of some people, one 
kind of fur may be dyed to look like another—this the consumer can 
see and decide for herself, but no process can be applied to change 
the quality of the leather or hair fibers. These are the hidden qualities 
which determine the true wearing quality of fur articles. Therefore, 
the amendment as proposed would be deceptive rather than truthful. 

In support of the foregoing statement, let us take a concrete 
example, “‘squirrel processed to simulate mink.’”’ This would be a 
deceptive and untruthful statement of fact for herein we infer that 
through some process applied to squirrel, its wearing qualities resemble, 
or simulate that of mink, when in fact, the only change that has 
taken place is that squirrel has been dyed a particular color to look 
like mink. Whether it looks like mink or not is something that the 
consumer can determine for herself, whereas the intrinsic wearing 
qualities of the garment have been covered up by the lining and the 
dyeing of the fur fiber. 

For example, the leather which a consumer never sees in a fur 
coat is important. If the leather is thin or weak, as in the case of 
squirrel, it will tear and the stitches will not stand strain and will 
come apart at the seams, or the leather will dry out or crack easily, 
thereby loosening the hair fibers so they will come out and bare spots 
will show up on the outside of the coat. 

Mink on the other hand, has a very tough and reasonably thick 
leather which makes it one of the most durable and long-wearing 
articles of all fur products. Furthermore, each kind of fur animal 
produces different kinds of fur fiber. When made into a garment, 
some are brittle and will break and not wear well. Some are tough 
and will wear for vears. Other types of fur will take considerable 
moisture without harming the fur. Many types of fur will not 
hold their color or wear well in damp climates. ‘There are no processes 
that can be applied to fur to change these natural characteristics and 
these are only two important factors that determine value in fur 
articles. 

Squirrel fur cannot be processed to resemble or simulate mink fur 
any more than a Ford because it is painted black has been processed 
to simulate a Cadillac. Thus, we again repeat that this language in 
the bill would license deceptive labeling which is exactly in opposition 
to what the bill proposes to accomplish, and therefore, we recommend 
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that these amendments be made to the House bill to bring it in con- 
formity to the Senate bill. 

We appreciate the opportunity of again appearing before this com- 
mittee in support of the passage of this necessary and sound legislation. 

The CHArrRMAN. Are there any questions? 

Mr. BeckwortH. How many members did you say there are in 
your association? 
~ Mr. Francis. About 7,000. There are 38 regional, State, and local 
fur producers associations. 

Mr. Beckwortu. How many organizations do you have in Texas, 
for example? 

Mr. Francis. In Texas we do not have a large fur-farming enter- 
prise. We do not have an association in Texas, but we do have some 
fur farmers in Texas raising mink and silver fox. They are affiliated 
with some of the regional associations. 

You have a large muskrat operation in the eastern part of Texas. 
We do not represent the muskrat producers but in talking with 
representatives they are in favor of this bill. 

Mr. Beckwortu. In your statement you do not list those 38, do 
you? 

Mr. Francis. No. Would you like us to provide a list of the 38? 

Mr. Beckwortn. I would like to see a list of the associations and 
then, if you can, show the breakdown of one of them, at least, to give 
us an idea as to the formation of your association. 

Mr. Francis. I see. I shall be very happy to provide that for the 
record. 

(The information referred to appears on p. 164.) 

Mr. Hate. Mr. Chairman, I think it would be helpful to the com- 
mittee if they could have a copy of the Canadian act. 

The Cuarrman. If there is no objection, it will be made a part of 
the record. 

Mr. Hate. Can the witness get us a copy of the Canadian law? 

Mr. Francis. I could write to the Canadian Government and try 
to get a copy of the law. 

Mr. Hate. I think it would be very useful. 

Mr. Atpack (Maxwell M. Alback). Mr. Chairman, I shall be glad 
to supply the Congressman with a copy of the Canadian law. I have 
it in my file in Newark and will mail it when I get back. 

Mr. Hare. Thank you very much. 

(The document referred to appears on p. 71.) 

The Cuarrman. Thank you, Mr. Francis. We appreciate your 
appearance. 

Mr. Francis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHartrman. The committee will stand adjourned until tomor- 
row morning at 10 o’clock. 

(Thereupon, at 12:15 p. m., the committee recessed to reconvene 
at 10 a. m., April 18, 1951.) 
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WEDNESDAY, APRIL 18, 1951 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND ForEIGN COMMERCE, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10 a. m., in room 
1334, New House Office Building, Hon. Robert Crosser (chairman) 
presiding. 

The CHarrMan. The committee will come to order. 

The first witness this morning will be Mr. Meadow. Will you 
give your name and address to the reporter and proceed, please. 


STATEMENT OF JACK MEADOW, NEW YORK, N. Y., REPRESENT- 
ING AMERICAN FUR MERCHANTS ASSOCIATION, INC., NEW 
YORK, N. Y. 


Mr. Meapvow. My name is Jack Meadow. I appear here, Mr. 
Chairman, as a member of the firm of Meadow, Mann & Clyne, 
attorneys for the American Fur Merchants Association, 205 West 
Thirty-fourth Street, New York. 

This association represents the dealers in raw furs who purchase the 
same from farmers and trappers in this country and import them from 
abroad. 

In light of the testimony given before this committee on this 
occasion and on previous occasions, | think it is apparent that the 
proponents of the bill have focused the so-called evils, which in their 
judgment make this bill necessary, on false advertising that has 
appeared. 

Now, | think there has been some confusion with respect to focusing 
this alleged wrongdoing on New York City. Actually, the so-called 
wrongs in these misleading advertisements are committed by the 
retailers and the retailers are spread all over the country, in every 
State. The misleading advertising is done by the retailers and is not 
committed by any other segment of the industry. 

Now, I represent and speak for the dealers, as I said, and there has 
been no accusation made or insinuation made that we in any wise 
participate in false and misleading statements or advertising nor 
that we are accused either of encouraging or condoning any such 
practice. 

As an important segment of the fur industry, we feel nonetheless 
that the proposed bill is unnecessary and will not accomplish the 
purpose that is sought to be accomplished. 

We are fully appreciative of the committee’s desire to inflict no 
unnecessary hardship on the fur industry in connection with the pro- 
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posed bill. We nevertheless respectfully submit that the proposed 
legislation is unwise and unnecessary. It will do no good whatsoever 
to the consuming public. In fact, it will do positive harm since un- 
scrupulous dealers will have labels affixed pursuant to Federal statutes 
This can give rise to all kinds of frauds. Further, the enforcement of 
this bill would be tremendously expensive since it would involve 
policing of purely local transactions all over the country. 

We should like to call the attention of the committee to two points 

Point I. The entire bill is unnecessary and amounts to an attempt 
to extend Federal jurisidction into matters of purely local concern 
without any sufficient showing of compelling necessity. 

The first point which I should like to make is that the bill is un 
necessary and amounts to an extension of Federal jurisdition into 
matters of purely local concern, all without any sufficient showing of 
compelling necessity. 

At the hearings last year the Federal Trade Commission appeared 
in support of the proposed fur labeling bill because, as it frankly 
stated, it wished to be empowered to handle complaints at the con- 
sumer level. It presented no evidence of complaints at the consumer 
level, except general statements; and apparently it felt that it should 
be empowered to handle complaints at that level without the handicap 
of having the burden of proving that interstate transactions were 
involved. 

Whether any label would be sufficient evidence to sustain this burden 
of proof is extremely questionable, but over and above such legal point 
we submit that it is not sound policy for Congress to have the Federal! 
Trade Commission concern itself with complaints at the local retail 
level. Every day our State and local courts throughout the land 
handle hundreds of cases of breach of warranty based on misrepresenta- 
tions in all kinds of industries. Why then should the fur industry be 
singled out for special Federal legislation? 

During the past year an organization of Chicago fur merchants 
conducted a survey among the better business bureaus and district 
attorneys offices in several of our larger cities to determine whether 
there were any extraordinary cases of fraudulent trade practices in the 
sale of furs. The answers, which we expect will be submitted to your 
committee through another witness, showed no complaints of any 
sufficient volume to justify the intrusion of Federal authority into 
local retail sale of furriers. We submit it is not the function of the 
Federal Trade Commission to concern itself with local, civil, and 
criminal cases of this kind. The Federal Trade Commission, as its 
name indicates, is an agency of the Federal Government. If merchan- 
dise is misrepresented when it passes in interstate commerce the 
Commission has jurisdiction, but if merchandise passes through 
interstate commerce without anv misrepresentation or unfair trade 
practice and finally comes to rest in the store of a local merchant and 
the local merchant for the first time misrepresents the article or 
misadvertises it, the Federal Trade Commission should not be con- 
cerned. 

There are local district attornevs and better business bureaus to 
handle such offenses. The Federal Government cannot reculate the 
business morality of every local storekeeper. The policing job would 
become impossible. Merely because merchandise was once in inter- 
state commerce does not mean that the Federal Government should 
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permanently retain jurisdiction over it unless very sound reason 
exists. 

Sporadic complaints concerning a few local retailers is not a sound 
reason to involve an entire complicated industry in a maze of im- 
possible regulations. Considering that we are dealing with an industry 
involving some $500 million of sales per annum, practically nothing has 
been shown to justify any proposed legislation. 

Now, several witnesses who have appeared before this committee 
have referred to the fact that they have received letters and they have 
received complaints, but considering the greatness of our country and 
the millions of people at the consumer level, I have not seen any 
quantity of complaints from the consuming public. I have seen no 
consumer organization file any complaint with this committee. I] 
have seen no witnesses from any of the consuming public come here. 
We get hearsay evidence that in a roundabout way we have received 
roundabout complaints. 

Is there sufficient complaint to justify singling out an industry for 
special treatment without showing a good, sound reason for it? 

I respectfully submit that except for some statements of some 
witnesses representing certain organizations that there have been lot 
of complaints, I fail to see where those complaints have shown the 
necessity except in a very tentative form. True, there have been put 
in evidence some advertisements appearing in newspapers that have 
been false or misleading. Well, that is another matter. 

As I said before, those are done by the retailers at the retail level. 
But even then it is questionable whether the misleading statements 
actually served to mislead or whether the consumer is actually misled 
by these statements; or whether the consumer does not really know 
that when she is buying something that is made out of rabbit and 
paying for something made out of rabbit, she is not buying something 
made out of ermine, because the price differential is just too far apart. 

The extension of our Federal bureaucracy presents a question which 
has profoundly disturbed many of our citizens. If we are to have 
the Federal Government regulate all local transactions the constitu- 
tional division of powers between the States and the Federal Govern- 
ment will gradually be eliminated. This, we submit is highly unde- 
sirable and we, therefore, urge that unless clear and compelling evi- 
dence of public necessity requires the adoption of a labeling bill for 
the fur industry, this committee should decline to report the same to 
the Congress. 

Point Il: The proposed fur labeling bill bears no relation to the 
wool labeling bill or to other Federal labeling statutes. 

The Wool Labeling Act is aimed at the unrevealed presence of sub- 
stance and mixtures. It refers only to manufactured wool products. 
It requires labeling of the wool products to show the percentage of 
wool and other fibers. In other words, it is a grading act to show the 
percentage composition of the fabric. It would be similar to an act 
requiring manufacturers of steel to show the percentage composition 
of iron and other materials. 

On the other hand, the proposed Fur Labeling Act is in no sense a 
grading act. Even Mr. Francis admitted in his testimony previously 
and yesterday in effect that, “It is impossible to establish or set up 
specified grades or standards under which fur or fur articles can be 
handled or sold.”’ There are all kinds of furs and each specie varies 
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in quality from very poor to excellent. Consequently, a fur article 
made from very inferior furs could be correctly labelled under the 
proposed bill without telling the purchaser anything of value as to 
the quality. On the other hand, a wool product if correctly labelled 
tells at once how much wool is contained in it. 

Raw wool is bought and sold in bulk like raw cotton or sugar or 
copper. Furs, however, are bought and sold in individual lots, no 
two of which are exactly alike. The buyers must be skilled and 
experienced and the price depends upon the quality and size of the 
skins in each lot. Thus in the one instance we are dealing with a 
bulk commodity, whereas in the case of fur we are dealing with 
individual skins or individual lots. 

The Wool Labeling Act is very similar to other labeling acts 
requiring that the percentage composition of an article be shown, 
such as the Food and Drug Act, or requiring that the grade of the 
article be shown, such as the Meat Labeling Act. The proposed 
Fur Labeling Act is very different. No percentage composition or 
grades are involved. : 

Therefore, we submit that the easy assumption by the proponents 
of this bill that this act is like the Wool Labeling Act and can be 
just as easily complied with and enforced, is simply not so. Its 
enforcement would be extremely difficult and would require a large 
number of inspectors and other personnel. And the net result to 
the general public would be of little or no value since in the case 
of the purchase of fur garments, just as in the case of the purchase 
of jewelry, antiques or other similar items where the seller has special 
knowledge, the purchaser must rely upon the reputation and skill of 
the seller. No statute can cover such a situation. 

I was very much interested in a statement in the course of Con- 
gressman QO’Hara’s testimony yesterday before you, that when he 
had occasion to go and buy a fur coat and it involved the expendi- 
ture of a considerable sum of money, he realized that he was not 
qualified to pass upon the value that he was going to get in the pur- 
chase and that in such a situation he either did, or would take along 
an expert. 

Now, I submit that the same situation would be true whether you 
have a label or not, because all the label would tell you is that it is 
either a mink, or a beaver, or a muskrat. It would not tell you any- 
thing about the quality. It would not tell you whether the price 
asked for it has any relation to the quality. ° 

The buyer must rely on one of three things: (1) That he knows 
what he is getting—and, as I said a while ago, the average consumer 
doesn’t know; (2) the knowledge and advice of an expert whom he 
takes along; or (3) the integrity of the retailer with whom he does 
business. 

Frankly, I do not know the difference and cannot tell the difference 
between an ordinary piece of glass and a diamond. If | may digress 
for a moment, when it came time to buy my gir! an engagement ring 
I went to a store in New York City, reliable, that had a good name; 
and I knew, of course, one could buy a diamond for $100 or for many 
thousands of dollars; but at least I felt that within the range of what 
I was willing to spend, I could rely upon the seller's integrity. 

Now, bv and large, a great many people are engaged in the fur 
industry. The farmers, certainly, for whom Mr. Francis spoke, they 
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say, “‘We want honesty.”’ Well, we dealers are not directly affected 
by this bill—I mean to any extent except that it imposes certain 
conditions and certain regulations upon us which we do not want to 
assume, when we buy from the fur farmer or the trapper today in 
the United States or when we buy fur, importing it from some country 
in Europe, and we get an invoice for it. When we sell those raw 
skins, as we do, we give an invoice advising what we sold. We do 
not manufacture it. We do not process it. 

But, in this connection I wish to point this out, that this labeling 
imposes upon us certain obligations, obligations which we are as- 
suming, to get into trouble without any responsibility on our part. 
That leads me to the last part of Mr. Francis’ testimony wherein he 
pointed out to this committee that this bill that we are considering 
today is at variance at two points with the Senate bill—and Mr. 
Francis spoke in favor of the features, the two features, contained in 
the Senate bill. 

Speaking for my group, I say very honestly and candidly to you if 
we are to have any bill at all, | much prefer to have the bill which we 
are considering here today rather than the Senate bill, because the 
Senate bill or the amendment which Mr. Francis proposes to have this 
committee put into the bill, and still insists upon putting into the bill, 
imposes upon the dealer the obligation to state the point of origin 
of the skin. And I say to you gentlemen, tnat it is impossible honestly 
to put on the label where the skin comes from, because we do not know 
where it comes from. A Norwegian fox may have been trapped in 
Sweden, for all we know. A Canadian mink may have migrated from 
the northern part of our country. 

Take the American farmers; the problem can be best exemplified 
in this way: Let us say that we are dealing with mink grown by 
farmers right in this country. Now, I challenge any dealer who says 
he can put an accurate label on each mink indicating where it comes 
from, what State it comes from. It cannot be done, because the 
business is not done that way. 

Now, when the American farmer sends in mink for sale, it is sold 
through auction companies in New York or in various parts of the 
country. Those auction companies are representative and agents of 
the farmers, and the furs are sold at public auction. They go by 
parcels to the highest bidder. But the skins that are sold in those 
lots are not sold as individual lots of any one shipper. 

When those skins are shipped in to the auction companies, by 
arrangement with the shippers those skins are graded and commingle d 
and then set up in various lots. If | were to come in to an open 
sale and I were the successful bidder on lot No. 1, I might buy 200 
mink skins, but I would not know where each one of those mink 
skins came from. 

Now, the same situation exists when the dealer imports fur skins 
from Europe. There are fur markets in Europe and in London and 
they have the same form of sale through auctions as we have here in 
this country, and our dealers go to London to buy in the London 
market. 

Now, it may be represented to us that a certain skin comes from 
Russia, or comes from Germany, or comes from Norway, or comes 
from Sweden. We have no means of knowing. They may have been 
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commingled in the same way as they are in this country. Yet the 
bill imposes upon us the duty to put the point of origin on each skin. 

The other point that 1 wish to comment on briefly is the second 
difference between this bill and the one that Mr. Francis spoke in 
favor of, and to which I wish to record my opposition. 

The House bill permits, in the course of labeling, describing on the 
label first the nature of the animal, the true animal. ‘Then, if it has 
been processed to simulate something else, then the label must say so. 

Now, if the proponents of the bill are sincere in their statements to 
this committee that what they are looking for is truth, what objection 
can they have to a provision which is in the House bill, and not require 
the provision that is in the Senate bill. If somebody takes a rabbit 
skin and processes it to look like something else, and it says on the 
label; ‘This is rabbit, processed to simulate,”’ or to look like something 
else, there is your truthful representation. ‘The buyer knows exactly 
what he is getting and therefore certainly that provision should stay 
in the bill and not be eliminated. 

I want to say this in conclusion, because I know other witnesses 
will cover this subject: I should not like any member of the committee 
to have the notion that simulation of a product or simulation of a skin 
is inherently a fraud. It is not. It is not a fraud of the producer 
and it is not a fraud on the dealer and it is not a fraud on the woman 
who buys it. The simulation is a creative necessity made by the 
demand of the women, because we must realize that styles change; 
styles in dresses, color styles, styles in furs change from year to year 
and the average woman, as Mr. Francis pointed out, buys a garment 
which sells for $200 or $300. The average is not in the $500, the 
$1,000, the $2,000 class. 

When style is demanded or they try to create a style for highest- 
priced furs, the average housewife, the average stenographer, the 
average factory girl who comes in to buy a coat for a couple of hundred 
dollars cannot afford to buy it, but she wants to be in style. There- 
fore, they themselves create the demand. They say, ‘‘Well, give me 
something that looks like it.””. They know that it is not the real thing. 

Of course it is very amusing when we hear somebody say that they 
bought a rabbit garment and they thought that they were buying an 
ermine, because it is white. 

The difference in value is such that nobody is fooled by that; least 
of all, the customer. 

So that actually the simulation of the product is because of a demand 
by the customer with which the trade is trying to comply. 

And the simulation itself is not inherently bad. I admit that false 
advertising is bad. We do not condone it; we do not forgive it. But 
let me say this to this committee: Mr. Francis in his testimony 
yesterday—and it appears on page 8 of his memo—with his usual 
astuteness and foresight, foreseeing some of the objections sought to 
meet some of the points that I made; but he makes this statement, so 
far as jurisdiction is concerned, and it appears at the bottom of page 8 
of his statement: 

I am sure there is little argument but that practically all newspapers, which are 
our largest advertising medium, are considered interstate business. 

If that be the fact, what do we need this for, why do we need any 
bill at all? What have we got a Federal Trade Commission for? 
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What have they been doing all of this time? They have powers. 
Instead of more inspectors, let them do a little more enforcement than 
they have been doing. 

If the advertising—which is all that I have heard about, which is 
the crux of this situation—if that is false, if that is misleading, if that 
is interstate commerce, then there is enough jurisdiction in the 
Federal Trade Commission to step in and correct those wrongs. 

Now, whether you have this bill or any other bill, you cannot legis- 
late morality. We have plenty of laws, and unfortunately they are 
being violated, no matter what the nature of the law is. That does 
not say that we do not need any laws. But I do say that we have 
sufficient if properly enforced, and if that statement be true, then I 
say let us go where the seat of the trouble is, and that is the local 
advertising level. It does not involve interstate commerce. 

The CHarrRMAN. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Beckwortn. Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrmMan. Mr. Beckworth. 

Mr. Becxwortu. Mr. Chairman, I have been interested, Mr. 
Meadow, in your statement that you feel, if 1 understood you, that it 
is desirable to have a bill that would call for the naming of the skins 
such as a rabbit skin simulated to be, or to look like, we will say, mink. 

Would you object, or do you have any objection, to language like 
that on the label’ 

Mr. Mravow. Well, may | make my position clear. 1 merely 
stated that if we were to have a labeling bill—I am opposed to it on 
general principles—but I said if we were to have one | would prefer 
to have the billas submitted by Congressman O’ Hara here rather than 
the one submitted in the Senate, where they do not permit you to put 
down rabbit skin simulated or processed to represent something else. 

Mr. Beckwortu. Now, let us pause right there. 

Mr. Mrapow. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Beckwortu. What objection do you have to that language 
appearing on the label? 

Mr. Meapow. You mean generally? 

Mr. Beckwortu. Yes. 

Mr. Meapow. Well, my objection is that if you confine it to the 
retail level—that is where the representations are made—they are not 
made by the dealer. They are not made by the farmer. They are 
not made by the processor. They are not made by all of the seg- 
ments of the industry. That representation or misrepresentation is 
made at the retail level. But here we have a bill that is artificially 
creating a situation that in order to get at the seat of the trouble, 
which is at the seat of the retail, a burden is put upon everybody in the 
handling of that skin for no good reason. 

Mr. Beckworrn. You are a retailer? 

Mr. Meapow. No; we are dealers. We buy the raw skins from the 
farmers, we import them and we sell them as raw skins. 

Mr. Beckwortn. Would vou object, as you make a sale, to stating 
precisely what you are selling? 

Mr. Meavow. We do that now, Corgressman. 

Mr. Beckworts. To whom do you sell, immediateiy? 

Mr. Mrapow. We sell immediately to the manufacturer. 

Mr. Beckworts. Do you think that the manufacturers in general 
would object to telling the same truth which you have told? 
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Mr. Merapow. Well, I do not think that he would object and I do 
not think he sells it for whatever he gets. I think he follows the same 
practice we do. 

Mr. Beckworrnu. I am not sufficiently informed. I definitely do 
not understand the objection you specifically have to stating on that 
label exactly what has taken place, to wit, this is a rabbit skin processed 
to appear as mink. 

Mr. Meapow. No. 

Mr. Becxwortn. If you could give us in just a sentence or two 
what you consider unfair about that; what is wrong about it; what 
injustice is imposed by it, I would appreciate it. 

Mr. Meapow. I say that that provision in this bill, if we were to 
have a labeling bill, I say that I am satisfied with that. 

Mr. Becxworrtn. I get that. 

Mr. Mrapow. I am not satisfied with the provisions in the Senate 
bill. 

Mr. Beckwortnu. My point is, What is your primary objection to 
that? You have indicated you do not want the bill at all, but what 
is your primary objection to that very limited language that you have 
spoken of yourself? 

Mr. Meavow. Well, speaking for the dealers, I say that I have no 
specific objection to it if it were confined to the retail level; but here 
you have a bill that imposes obligations and risks at a level away 
beyond the retailer and before it ever gets into the retailers’ hands. 

Ir. Beckworta. I am afraid we are being a little circuitous here. 

Mr. Meavow. I am sorry; I do not mean to be. 

Mr. Becxworrn. Here is what I am getting at: Speaking now not 
for anybody, necessarily, except giving an honest opinion, which you 
yourself have, what is wrong with that language appearing on the 
label? 

Mr. Mravow. I would say there is nothing wrong with it. 

Mr. Beckwortnu. That is my point. I am interested, because you 
did say that it is acceptable if we have to have something. 

Mr. Meapow. That is right. 

Mr. Becxworrn. And I am asking what, if anything, is wrong 
with that, and I understand you to say that you do not feel that 
anything is wrong. 

Mr. Rocrers. Will the gentleman yield? 

The Cuarrman. Will you yield to Mr. Rogers? 

Mr. Beckwortu. Yes. 

The CuarrMan. Mr. Rogers. 

Mr. Rocers. I have just one question. The passage of this bill 
would not effect the way in which you are doing business, would it? 

Mr. Mrapow. Yes. 

Mr. Rogers. How? 

Mr. Meapvow. Well, we would have to label each skin. We would 
have to describe each skin. Now there again it is in line with the last 
statement I made. 

Mr. Rogers. Well, you said 

Mr. Merapow. If the bill is passed in its present form, so far as I 
am personally concerned, it does not materially change the course of 
conduct we have been following, because we give invoices describing 
the skins. If we are selling muskrat, we give an invoice covering 
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muskrat; and the same for mink or sable, whatever it is; and we will 
continue to do. 

Mr. Rogers. You are really complying with the spirit of the bill, 
so far as your business is concerned now. 

Mr. Meapow. That is right. 

Mr. Rocers. Now, why should you come in here and object to the 
passage of this bill when it will not affect you in the least? 

Mr. Meavow. Well, because it affects the entire industry, as we 
look at it. We are an industry, and it is true that it does not affect us, 
but we do feel that it unnecessarily throws a burden upon an industry 
that has enough burdens thrown upon it and it only means the expendi- 
ture of more money, more bookkeeping. 

Mr. Rogers. Would it cost you any more? 

Mr. Meapow. No; it would not cost the dealers any more; it 
would not cost the dealers any more, because we make out invoices 
before we ship. We will continue to do so, and if a man buys a 
thousand mink, he is going to get a bill for a thousand mink; and 
whether or not the bill passes, we did it before and we will do it now. 

Mr. Heuuer. Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrMaANn. Mr. Heller. 

Mr. Hetier. You made the statement that simulation is not a 
fraud. Do I understand you to take the position that it is not a 
fraud per se, insofar as style is concerned? Is that not what you 
mean? 

Mr. Meapow. That is what I mean; not deceiving somebody. 

Mr. Heuer. I wanted the record to be clear on that, 

Mr. Meapow. Yes. 

Mr. Hetuer. But it would be a fraud to employ simulation if a 
purchaser goes in and thinks she is buying an ermine fur and she is 
getting a rabbit skin? Is that not so? 

Mr. Merapvow. That is so, Mr. Heller. 

Mr. Hever. And as far as you are concerned as a dealer, and as 
far as the industry is concerned, certainly you would not want a 
woman to be paying the price of ermine when in reality she is getting 
a rabbit skin. 

Mr. Merapow. I certainly would not, and neither would the 
reputable portion of the industry. There is yet, if I may interject 
this, there is yet to be seen any proof in this record on this or previous 
occasions, real proof that the consumer bought something thinking 
she was buying something else. 

Mr. Hewtuer. But you have also stated in the beginning of your 
testimony, to the best of my recollection, that retailers are doing all 
of the misleading. Did you not say that? 

Mr. Meapow. I did not say that they were doing all of the mis- 
leading. I said whatever misleading there is, that has been shown 
by the advertisements that have been put into the record, has been 
on the part of the retailer. There have not been any dealer advertise- 
ments put in. There have not been any farmer advertisements put 
in. There have not been any processor advertisements. They have 
been only from the retailer. 

Mr. Hetuer. Then, following the continuity of that thought, 
where you connect the retailers with doing the greater portion of these 
misleading things, and being responsible for these misleading adver- 





66 FUR LABELING 


tisements in the newspapers which we are talking about, would not a 
labeling bill sort of put a brake on that kind of practice? Would it 
not put a brake on it? 

Mr. Meapow. That is where I question it, Congressman, because 
the unscrupulous dealer, or retailer, who now resorts to false and 
misleading advertising is not just going to be stopped any more than 
you can stop violation of law with the passage of any bill. There are 
always some who will take advantage of it. 

What I am afraid of is that this will give him an added incentive to 
greater fraud than existed before, because now the unscrupulous few 
and that is all we are talking about—we are not talking about the fur 
business as a whole. 

Mr. Hetuer. That is right 

Mr. Meapow. A small segment of it. 

Now, what I am afraid of is that this man is going to say to a 
woman, “You see this garment. See, there is the label. We are 
forced to put that on. It is forced upon us by the Federal Trade 
Commission. Here you see it says that it is muskrat,” and they 
will build it up. 

Now, within the range of muskrat, as there is a range of mink or 
any skin, fur skin, there is a wide range in the prices of that—it will 
help the unscrupulous build them up by representing to the purchaser 
quality, even though he may not be permitted to call it a rabbit or 
something else, or muskrat or something else, it gives an opportunity 
by the strength of the label to build up the quality which makes this 
different from the Wool Labeling Act, because you cannot admix 
furs. That is what I am afraid of. 

Mr. Heutuer. It might not prevent a situation where a customer is 
purchasing muskrat, and where he is getting a lower quality muskrat 
coat than the dealer tells him he is getting. But when the dealer is 
palming off a rabbit skin as ermine he is making quite a little profit 
there, is he not; a disproportionate amount of profit? 

Mr. Merapow. If that were so, it is obvious that he would; but I 
still say I want to be shown—and I am not from Missouri—where 
any woman—it is like going in to buy a Ford at what we all know the 
price of a Ford is and having the dealer say, “‘Well, I have not got a 
Ford, but I will let you take a Cadillac at the same price.” 

Would you tell me that the consumer is being fooled; that he is 
buying a Cadillac at the price of a Ford? It is the same way with 
furs, and I tell you that the women are much smarter than we per- 
haps give them credit for being. They know, when they go to buy a 
fur garment, the difference between a rabbit and an ermine. They 
know that ermine is one of the most expensive fur skins in the world 
and they know that it is beyond the pocketbook, so whether you call 
it ermine or something else, I say that I want to be shown that any 
girl, or any woman, has been fooled by a rabbit skin, because she 
would not have the price, even if the dealer were not charging her the 
full price of ermine; he could not charge her anywhere near that, 
because she would not have the money 

Mr. Heiter. We know that they do not actually get the ermine 
price, but we know that he could say very easily, ‘Well, regular 
ermine would be a thousand dollars, but this is just a little, a shade 
below, and we are going to charge you only $400,” when it should 


be selling as rabbit at about $62.50 Is not that correct, sir? 
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Mr. Meapow. Well, I just do not know of any such incident. I 
do know that Congressman O’Hara or somebody else read a letter in 
about somebody who bought something as ermine that was not so, 
but I would like very much to know the price at which this woman 
said she was buying what she thought was a real ermine garment 
which turned out to be rabbit. I would like to know what she paid. 

Mr. O’Hara. Will the gentleman yield there to clear that up; for 
just a question. 

Mr. Heuer. Just a question? 

Mr. O’Hara. Just to clear that up. 

Mr. Hetter. Yes. 

Mr. O’Hara. A Member of Congress made that statement on the 
floor during the debates on this bill as I recall. He bought what he 
thought was ermine and it was rabbit. It is in the Record. You 
will find it in the Record in the last debates on this bill. 

Mr. Meapow. I know that he did say that, Congressman O’Hara, 
but what did he pay for it? 

Mr. O'Hara. Well, he paid the ermine price, I understand. We 
will have to look at the Record. 

Mr. Hetuer. May I ask you just one other question? 

Mr. Mrapow. Yes. 

Mr. Hetuer. In the last analysis, would you not admit with me 
that you were in a quandary when you went out—and I was in the 
same quandary when I went out looking for a diamond, and we were 
in a position where we could see a piece of glass and a diamond 
together, and we would know that the diamond is labeled diamond, and 
we do have to start looking through the glass to see whether it is glass 
or diamond, but we have eliminated that mental feeling that you have 
had that vou were being defrauded. Isn’t that in the last analysis the 
idea of this bill and would not that be good for the industry? 

Mr. Mravow. No; I go along with the fact that, of course, we 
do not like deception, we do not like to have the consumer fooled, but 
we say this, that this form of bill, I am afraid, for the few that are 
bent upon it—and there are always a few in any industry bent upon 
unjustified gain at the expense of somebody else—that this will arm 
them with a better vehicle for fraud than presently exists; and I say 
that under the present existing regulations of the Federal Trade Com- 
mission they can get at the root of this evil by stronger enforcement 
of the provisions of law than through any bill of this kind, and then 
I say again to you gentlemen—which is in your province and not in 
mine—lI can only tell you that this is my expression of hope, that if 
we were to have a bill we prefer Congressman O’Hara’s bill to the 
Senate bill. 

Mr. Wotverrton. Have you finished, Mr. Heller? 

Mr. Hetuer. [| have finished. 

The CuarrmMan. Mr. Wolverton. 

Mr. Wotverton. You have made it very plain that you oppose 
any form of deception. You have stated that you know the objective 
of this bill is to stop deception. You have, however, said that the 
present bill would not accomplish what you know to be the objective 
of the legislation. 

Out of your vast experience and your acknowledged desire to prevent 
deception, would you suggest to the committee what language the 
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bill should have to accomplish the objective that the language used 
does not accomplish? 

Mr. Mrapow. Well, I think that that is a very good question, Mr. 
Congressman. I am glad that you asked it. 

I am not, however, skilled in draftsmanship, but I do believe that 
you will find that the industry generally goes along with you and with 
this committee and tries to alleviate and eradicate any possible fraud 
that can creep into this or any other industry. 

[ think that perhaps a bill which would compel the retailer to rep- 
resent by labeling that a simulated garment is such and which would 
prohibit false advertising of such an article, would accomplish that 
which we are all seeking to accomplish. That should satisfy the 
Federal Trade Commission which believes that the bill is necessary 
in order to give it jurisdiction. 

My objection to the bill in its present form is that it imposes con- 
ditions upon many people in the industry who are not guilty of decep- 
tive practices. 

Mr. Wotverton. You represent this organization as an attorney? 

Mr. Mrapow. Yes, Mr. Congressman. 

Mr. Wotvertron. Are you a member of this firm of attorneys? 

Mr. Mrapow. Yes; we are attorneys. 

Mr. Wotverron. You have stated very clearly your desire to pre- 
vent misleading or misrepresentation and yet when I asked you for 
the language that you would use to accomplish it, you say you are not 
skilled in draftsmanship. What are attorneys for? 

Mr. Meapow. Well, I thought that I stated it honestly. There are 
attorneys and there are attorneys. Some are skilled in draftsman- 
ship of legislation. I tell vou frankly that I am not. I have got all 
that I can do to take care of the matters that I handle; but I do go 
along with the Congressman. I did say to you candidly and honestly 
that the nature of that bill is such that it would impose upon the 
retailers the obligation to correctly label the kind of garment that they 
are selling and if it is a simulated article to say that it is a simulated 
article, and would at the same time prohibit the retailer from false 
and misleading advertising. 

Mr. Douutver. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Wotverron. I will yield. 

Mr. Douuiver. You have just stated, as I understood you, that 
you know no reason why the Federal Trade Commission could not 
solve this fraud difficulty under the present law. Then you added 
that you think the local retailer should be required to put the label on. 

How in the world would the Congress have any authority over the 
local transactions like that? You are a lawyer and you know that the 
interstate operations or interstate trade is the only portion over which 
the Congress has any authority. 

Would you relegate this to the States? 

Mr. Meavow. Well, for one thing, the States I think have their 
own laws as to misrepresentation. I know we have in New York. 
We have our fraud courts and we have our district attorneys and we 
have our right to go into the civil courts in any case where a man mis- 
represents what he is selling; but it has been testified to here by the 
proponents of this bill that most of these garments are sold at retail 
and are subject matters of interstate commerce; that they get to the 
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retailer only because he brings them on from New York or from 


fr somewhere else. 
Well, if the subject matter of the sale is a matter that has been the 
result of interstate commerce and of advertising in newspapers, coupled 


th with advertising in newspapers in interstate commerce, then I submit 

ad that that gives the Federal Trade Commission sufficient jurisdiction. 
Mr. Doututver. Well, that is the point where they seem to dis- 

p- agree with you. 

Id That is all, Mr. Chairman. . 

- Mr. Hesevron. Mr. Wolverton, will you yield for a question? 

i Mr. Wotverton. I will. 

~y Mr. Hesevron. Thank you. if 

: 1 am just curious to know whether your association took any 

7 position in 1949 when local legislation was proposed in Wisconsin, 

p- one way or the other. 


Mr. Meapow. Well, to my knowledge we did not participate in any 
» way with any proposed legislation in any other State outside of 
; New York; and no such bill, to my knowledge was proposed in 
° Wisconsin. 

Mr. Hesevton. That particular bill became a law and required the 
labeling of furs. 


e- i, a 
Mr. Meapow. In Wisconsin? 
or ; - ; 
Mr. Hese.iton. Yes. You emphasized in your statement the 
ot : a ; . . ; 
desirability of local action. I wondered whether you had affirmatively 
ie supported that bill in Wisconsin. 
ang Mr. Meapow. I| do not think we either supported it or opposed it, 


ill because it is something without our jurisdiction. We are a New York 
dealers’ organization, Congressman. 


ly Mr. Wo.tverton. When you opened your testimony, I understood 

~A that you were going to testify as a lawyer. However, as you pro- 

at ceeded with your statement | began to think I had misunderstood vou 

- and that you have such a thorough knowledge of the fur business that 
- you were testifying more as an expert fur man. 

It seems you are a combination of both. As a result of your mem- 

bership in this firm of attorneys who are counsel to the American Fur 

Merchants Association, plus your personal knowledge of the fur 

it business, it would seem to me that it would make it possible for you 

st to suggest to this committee either amendments to the bill or a bill to 


d take the place of the O’Hara bill that would carry out what you know 
to be the objective of this committee. 

Are you in a position to do that? 

Mr. Meapvow. Well, I should be very happy todoso. Of course, I 
h am not in a position to do so at this moment, Congressman. 

Mr. Wotverton. No; of course not. 

Mr. Meapow. But I should be very happy to assume the leadership 
of the various groups in our industry, some of whom are represented 
. here, and endeavor to draft something that we are all agreed upon, 
and which might perhaps be less onorous and objectionable than the 


om bills today. I shall be very happy to be afforded an opportunity to : 
“ do so. 

i] Mr. Wotverton. That would be very helpful to the committee. 

" It is a difference between criticism and constructive criticism, and it 


would seem to me that you, representing the American Fur Merchants 
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Association and these other gentlemen who appear here representing 
other organizations of the fur industry would come before this com- 
mittee with much greater grace, and, so far as I am concerned, with 
more influence, if instead of limiting your testimony to criticism of the 
present provisions and pointing out that they will not accomplish the 
objectives that the committee is seeking to accomplish, if you would 
come before the committee with suggestions in the form of a bill. 
Then we would have something concrete on which we could give 
consideration when it comes time to consider the language of the bill. 

Now, I am mentioning that, assuming that I have the right to as- 
sume, and | think you would be displeased if I assumed anything else, 
that you have a desire and your organization has the desire to correct 
any injustices that exist as a result of misleading or misrepresentation. 
Therefore, I feel as if you should be an ally with this committee in its 
endeavor to formulate a bill that will accomplish the objectives that 
evidently we are both seeking to accomplish 

Mr. Meapow. I shall be very happy to do that, and I thank you, 
Congressman, for permitting me to cooperate with the committee. 

Mr. Hesevron. Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrmMan. Mr. Heselton. 

Mr. Hesevron. I would like to have you consider at this time the 
text of the Wisconsin statute adopted in 1949 and have your comments 
upon whether you think it is the sort of legislation that should be 
enacted by the Congress. 

It reads: 

[Wisconsin Statutes 1949, Sec. 100.35] 


Furs To Bre LABELED 


1. No person shall sell or offer or display for sale any coat, jacket, or other 
garment made wholly or partially of fur without having attached thereto and 
conspicuously displayed a tag or a label bearing in plain print in English the 
species of fur or pelt used therein. This section shall not apply to such garments 
as are displayed or offered for sale or sold at a price of less than $50. 

2. Any person violating this section shall forfeit to the State not less than $10 
nor more than $100 for each violation. 

Would you recommend definitely to the States that they should 
enact promptly legislation of that kind? 

Mr. Meapow. Yes; I think that kind of a bill in general language 
is in line with what I testified to and what I personally believe in. 

Mr. Hese.tron. Would your association go on record in favor of 
that sort of legislation? 

Mr. Merapow. I cannot speak for the association right now, but 
I will be glad to take it up with the association, and I think that 
they would. I believe that they would. 

Mr. Hesetron. I think that a very good question has been sug- 
gested by my colleague. I do not know enough about the business 
to be certain of the answer, but is it not a fact that currently the 
industry finds it useful and valuable to label the high-quality furs 
that is, the sables, or minks, and ermine—to put the actual fact on 
the label that it is mink or ermine or sable, and so on, in their gar- 
ments as an inducement to the buyer? 

Mr. Mrapow. I do not understand that that is the situation. I 
do not understand any reason why that would be so. 

The CuarrMan. A little louder, please. 
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Mr. Mrapow. I said that I do not understand that that is the 
situation and I do not understand any reason that it would prompt 
them to do so. 

Mr. Hese.iron. I saw in a newspaper published within 2 or 3 
days, a full-page advertisement attempting to sell what is left in 
stock of good furs. I mean by that, high-grade furs, running up to 
$1,000, $2,000, and $3,000, at a sales price. That advertisement 
certainly emphasized the fact that here you had a_ high-quality, 
desirable fur garment, and the very fact that it was from high-grade 
skins was the main selling pomt 

1 am under the impression that the industry does find it advan- 
tugeous to advertise extensively the high-quality furs, but the objec- 
tion is to disclosure of the low-grade types so that the public will be 
fully informed as to what they are buying. Do vou dispute that? 

Mr. Merapvow. I dispute it; yes. I can understand in times like 
these, Congressman, one can take any commodity that is imported 
from European countries with whom we may go to war and the flow 
of supplies thereby interrupted, and, if there is a growing demand 
for the kind of commodity that comes from there, whether it be furs, 
caviar, or some other thing, that they might say, ‘‘Well now, we only 
have a very limited amount of these xoods and, if something develops, 
we cannot import any more. Here’s your chance to buy now.” 
It is ordinary salesmanship 

Mr. Hesevron. Mr. Chairman, I also ask this: There is now in 
the hearings the text of the Wisconsin statute. I think that is the 
only statute in the United States on the subject. 

| have also asked the staff of the committee to look up the Canadian 
statutes, and I find that there are regulations under the Dominion 
Trade and Industry Commission Act. There is some difference 
between that and what we have before us. So, for comparative 
purposes, | would like to have this mserted in the record. 

The Caarrman. I think it will be well to do so. 

The matter referred to is as follows:) 


DomINION TRADE AND INDUSTRY CoMMIssION ACT—REGULATIONS RESPECTIN 
THE LABELING or Fur GARMENTS 


(P. C. 4636) 
AT THE GOVERNMENT HOUSE AT OTTAWA, TUESDAY, THE 13TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER 1949 


Present: His Excellency the Governor General in Council. 

Whereas the Director of Standards, Department of Trade and Commerce, re- 
ports that the Regulations respecting the Labelling of Fur Garments, established 
by Order in Council P. C. 2840 of ISth July, 1947, require clarifying amendment 
and that it is desirable that the Regulations as so amended be consolidated as 
hereinafter set forth, 

PHeEREFORE, His Excellency the Governor General in Council, on the reecom- 
mendation of the Minister of Trade and Commerce and by virtue of the powers 
conferred by The Dominion Trade and Industry Commission Act, 1935, is pleased 
to order as follows: 

1. The Regulations respecting the Labelling of F ur Garments, established by 


Order in Council P. ¢ = 2840 of 18th July 1947, are hereby revoked; and 
2. The following reg ulati ions entitled fegulations Respecting the Labelling 
of Fur Garments” are hereby made and established in substitution for the regu- 


lations hereby revoked, 
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Association and these other gentlemen who appear here representing 
other organizations of the fur industry would come before this com- 
mittee with much greater grace, and, so far as I am concerned, with 
more influence, if instead of limiting your testimony to criticism of the 
present provisions and pointing out that they will not accomplish the 
objectives that the committee is seeking to accomplish, if you would 
come before the committee with suggestions in the form of a bill. 
Then we would have something concrete on which we could give 
consideration when it comes time to consider the language of the bill. 

Now, I am mentioning that, assuming that I have the right to as- 
sume, and I think you would be displeased if I assumed anything else, 
that you have a desire and your organization has the desire to correct 
any injustices that exist as a result of misleading or misrepresentation. 
Therefore, I feel as if you should be an ally with this committee in its 
endeavor to formulate a bill that will accomplish the objectives that 
evidently we are both seeking to accomplish 

Mr. Meapow. I shall be very happy to do that, and I thank you, 
Congressman, for permitting me to cooperate with the committee. 

Mr. Hesevron. Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrMan. Mr. Heselton. 

Mr. Hesevtron. | would like to have you consider at this time the 
text of the Wisconsin statute adopted in 1949 and have your comments 
upon whether you think it is the sort of legislation that should be 
enacted by the Congress. 

It reads: 

[Wisconsin Statutes 1949, Sec. 100.35] 


Furs To Bre LABELED 


1. No person shall sell or offer or display for sale any coat, jacket, or other 
garment made wholly or partially of fur without having attached thereto and 
conspicuously displayed a tag or a label bearing in plain print in English the 
species of fur or pelt used therein. ‘This section shall not apply to such garments 
as are displayed or offered for sale or sold at a price of less than $50. 

2. Any person violating this section shall forfeit to the State not less than $10 


a”. 


nor more than $100 for each violation. 


Would you recommend definitely to the States that they should 
enact promptly legislation of that kind? 

Mr. Merapow. Yes; I think that kind of a bill in general language 
is in line with what I testified to and what I personally believe in. 

Mr. Hesevron. Would your association go on record in favor of 
that sort of legislation? 

Mr. Meapow. I cannot speak for the association right now, but 
I will be glad to take it up with the association, and I think that 
they would. I believe that they would. 

Mr. Hesevron. I think that a very good question has been sug- 
gested by my colleague. I do not know enough about the business 
to be certain of the answer, but is it not a fact that currently the 
industry finds it useful and valuable to label the high-quality furs 
that is, the sables, or minks, and ermine—to put the actual fact on 
the label that it is mink or ermine or sable, and so on, in their gar- 
ments as an inducement to the buyer? 

Mr. Mrapow. I do not understand that that is the situation. I 
do not understand any reason why that would be so. 

The CuarrMan. A little louder, please. 
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Mr. Merapow. I said that I do not understand that that is the 
situation and I do not understand any reason that it would prompt 
them to do so. 

Mr. Hese.ron. I saw in a newspaper published within 2 or 3 
days, a full-page advertisement attempting to sell what is left in 
stock of good furs. 1 mean by that, high-grade furs, running up to 
$1,000, $2,000, and $3,000, at a sales price. That advertisement 
certainly emphasized the fact that here you had a_ high-quality, 
desirable fur garment, and the very fact that it was from high-grade 
skins was the main selling pomt 

1 am under the impression that the industry does find it advan- 
tageous to advertise extensively the high-quality furs, but the objec- 
tion is to disclosure of the low-grade types so that the public will be 
fully informed as to what they are buying. Do you dispute that? 

Mr. Merapow. I dispute it; yes. I can understand in times like 
these, Congressman, one can take any commodity that is imported 
from European countries with whom we may go to war and the flow 
of supplies thereby interrupted, and, if there is a growing demand 
for the kind of commodity that comes from there, whether it be furs, 
caviar, or some other thing, that they might say, ‘‘ Well now, we only 
have a very limited amount of these goods and, if something develops, 
we cannot import any more. Here’s vour chance to buy now.”’ 
It is ordinary salesmanship 

Mr. Hese_ron. Mr. Chairman, I also ask this: There is now in 
the hearings the text of the Wisconsin statute. I think that is the 
only statute in the United States on the subject. 

| have also asked the staff of the committee to look up the Canadian 
statutes, and I find that there are regulations under the Dominion 
Trade and Industry Commission Act. There is some difference 
between that and what we have before us. So, for comparative 
purposes, | would like to have this mserted in the record. 

The CHarrMan. I think it will be well to do so. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 


DoMINION TRADE AND INDUSTRY COMMISSION ACT REGULATIONS RESPECTIN 
THE LABELING or Fur GARMENTS 


P. 1636 
AT THE GOVERNMENT HOUSE AT OTTAWA, TUESDAY, THE 13TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER 1949 


Present: His Excellency the Governor General in Couneil. 

Whereas the Director of Standards, Department of Trade and Commerce, re- 
ports that the Regulations respecting the Labelling of Fur Garments, established 
by Order in Council P. C. 2840 of 18th July, 1947, require clarifying amendment 
and that it is desirable that the Regulations as so amended be consolidated as 
hereinafter set forth. 

PHerReForRE, His Excellency the Governor General in Council, on the recom- 
mendation of the Minister of Trade and Commerce and by virtue of the powers 
conferred by The Dominion Trade and Industry Commission Act, 1935, is pleased 
to order as follows: 

1. The Regulations respecting the Labelling of Fur Garments, established by 
Order in Council P. C. 2840 of 18th Julv 1947, are hereby revoked: and 

2. The following regulations entitled “Regulations Respecting the Labelling 


of Fur Garments” are hereby made anc established in substitution for the regu- 


lations hereby revoked, 
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REGULATIONS REXPECTING THE LABELLING OF FuR GARMENTS 


1. In these Regulations: 

(a) “blended’’, as applied to any fur, means that the surface of the fur has 
been treated by brushing with reagents to change its colour; 

(b) ‘‘Dealer’”’ means any person engaged in the business of selling fur gar- 
ments; 

(c) “‘descriptive label’ means anything that purports to designate or 
deseribe any fur in any garment, including label, display card, ticket or tag, 
whether attached to such garment or not, invoice, receipt, bill of sale or other 
trade document, and advertisement or poster; 

(d) ‘fur’? means the skin of any animal, whether furbearing, hair-bearing, 
or wool-bearing, that is not in the unhaired condition; 

(e) “fur garment’? means any coat, jacket, cape, detached cuff, detached 
collar, scarf, cap, hat, glove or muff, the whole or part of the outer surface of 
which is trimmed with fur or consists of fur; 

(f) “origin,’’ as applied to a fur, means the continent in which the pelt was 
removed from the animal; 

(g) ‘“‘pointed,”’ as applied to a fur, means that hairs from any other peltry 
have been attached individually or in small groups to such fur; 

(h) “tipped,” as applied to any fur, means that individual hairs or small 
groups of hairs have been treated to change their colour; 

(i) “true fur name,” as applied to any fur, means the namie set out in the 
Schedule hereto that is appropriate to that fur. 

2. No dealer shall use a descriptive label in association with a fur garment 
unless the description label is marked as required by these Regulations. 

3. (1) A descriptive label used in association with a fur garment shall be marked 
clearly and legibly in accordance with the following requirements: 

(a) it shall bear the true fur name for the fur in the garment as set forth in 
the Schedule hereto; 

(b) if the fur in the garment has been dyed, blended, tipped or pointed, it 
shall so indicate; 

(c) if the garment contains more than one kind of fur, it shall bear the true 
fur name for all the kinds of fur in the garment; 

(d) if the garment is made of paws, necks, tails, bellies or other pieces of 
fur, or of used or second-hand fur, it shal] so indicate. 

(2) In Part I of the Schedule hereto, trade names used in the fur trade to desig- 
nate particular furs are listed and, opposite each such trade name, the true fur 
name therefor. If any such trade name is marked on a descriptive label, the true 
fur name therefor shall also be marked clearly and legibly thereon either before or 
after the trade name, and may be marked in parentheses. 

(3) In Part II of the Schedule hereto, true names of furs originating in the various 
continents of the world are listed. 

(4) If, in any case, the Minister of Trade and Commerce is satisfied that the 
trade names, true fur names or origins listed in the Schedule hereto are inconsistent 
with or inadequate for designations in the fur trade, he may give such special 
directions or make such orders as he may deem necessary, in the circumstances, 

4. No descriptive label used in association with a fur grment shall, by implica- 
tion or otherwise, include a false indication of the origin of the fur in the garment; 
provided that correctly marking a descriptive label with a trade name and its true 
fur name in accordance with subsection (2) of section 3, without further reference 
to a country or continent of origin of the fur in the garment with which the de- 
scriptive label is associated, shall not be deemed to be a contravention of this 
section, 

N. A. RoreERTSON, 
Clerk of the Privy Council. 











FUR LABELING 
ScHEDULE 
Part I.—Fur trade names and true fur names 
Fur trade name True fur name 
Alaskan mouton Sheared processed lamb. 
Alaska sable - - Natural or dved skunk. 
American broadtail Sheared processed lamb. 
Arctic seal Dyed rabbit. 
Australian seal Do. 
Babv beaver Do. 
Baffin seal Do. 
Baltic fox : Do. 
Baltic leopard Do. 
Baltic seal Do. 
Baltic tiger Do. 
Bay seal Do. 
Beaverette Do. 
Belgium beaver : Do. 
Belgium lynx Do. 
California mink Ringtail cat or bassarisk. 
Chinese lynx Dved Chinese dog or Chinese rabbit. 
Chinese wolf Chinese dog. 
Klectric beaver Dved rabbit. 
Electric seal. Do. 
Erminette Do. 
Fox lapaw seal Fox paw. 
French beaver Dved rabbit. 
French chincilla Do. 
French leopard Do. 
French sable Do. 
French seal Do. 
Genet. ved or natural cat. 
Glo seal Dved rabbit. 
Hudson Bay sable North American marten. 
Hudson seal ; Dved muskrat. 
Lapin Dved sheared rabbit. 
Laskin beaver Sheared processed lamb, 
Laskin mouton Do. 
Lincoln lamb Do. 
Manchurian fox Dyed Chinese dog. 
Manchurian wolf Do. 
Marmink Dved marmot. 
Mendoza beaver. Dyed rabbit. 
Moline Do. 
Moufflon Goat. 
Mountain sable Dyed ringtail cat or dyed bassarisk, 
Near seal Dved rabbit. 
Nordic seal 4 Do. 
Northern seal Do. 
Nubian seal Do. 
Nutria seal Dyed nutria. 
Riber mink Muskrat. 
Russian leopard Dved rabbit. 
Russian marten Dyed opossum. 
Russian seal Dved rabbit. 
Sable fox Dved red fox. 
Sealine seal Dved rabbit. 
Siberian seal Do. 
South American beaver Nutria. 
Squirrel sable Dyed squirrel. 
Squirrellette Dved rabbit. 
Squirreline Do. 
Super seal Do. 
Twin beaver Do. 
Vicrina fox Dved sheep. 
Wolf fox Dyed dogskin. 
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Part IT. 


Fox 
Gazelle 
Hyena 
Jackal 


\ngora 
Astrachan 
Badger 
Bear 
Broadtail 
Burunduki 
Calf 
‘aracul 
Lynx cat 
Cheetah 
Chinese civet 
Dog 
Ermine 
Fitch 

Fox 

Goat 


Hare 


a 


Fox, red 
Hare 
Kangaroo 
Koala 


Badger 
Bear 
Burunduki 
Calf 
Caracul 
House cat 
Spotted cat 
Wildeat 
Ermine 
Fiteh 


Fox 


Badger 

Bear 

Seaver 

House cat 
Lynx 

W ildeat 
Chipmunk 
American civet 


Covote 
Fisher 
Fox 


Goat 
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True names of furs and their continents of origin 


AFRICA 


Lamb 
Persian lamb 
Leopard 
Monkey 


ASIA 


Hyena 
Jackal 

Kid 

Kolinsk \ 
Lamb 
Chinese lamb 
Persian lamb 
Lasky 
Leopard 
Lynx 
Marmot 
Baum marten 
Marten 

Mink 

Mole 
Moufflon 


Otter 
AUSTRALIA 


Lamb 

Opossum 

tingtail opossum 
Rabbit 


EUROPE 


Hamster 
Hare 

Jackal 
Krimmer 
Lamb 

Lynx 
Marmot 
Baum marten 
Stone marten 
Mink 
Muskrat 


NORTH AMERICA 


Hare 
Jaguar 
Lamb 
Lynx 
Marten 
Mink 
Muskrat 
Vole 
Opossum 
Otter 
Rabbit 
taccoon 


Otter 
Seal 


Sheep 


Pahmi 
Peschaniki 
Pony 
Rabbit 
Raccoon 
Sable 

Fur seal 
Sheep 
Solongoi 
Squirrel 
Flying squirrel 
Susliki 
Tibetine 
W easel 
Wolf 
Wolverine 


sheep 
Wallaby 
Wallaroo 
Wombat 


Mole 
Otter 
Peschaniki 
Pony 
Rabbit 
Sheep 
equirrel 
Susliki 
W easel 

W olf 

W olverine 


Ringtail cat or bassarisk 


Fur seal 
Hair seal 
Wool seal 
Sea otter 
Sheep 
Skunk 
Squirrel 

W easel 
Wolf 
Wolverine 
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SOUTH AMERICA 





Spotted cat Lamb Otter 
Chinchilla Llama Rabbit 
Fox Marmoset Seal 
Guanaco Nutria Sheep 
Guanaquito Ocelot Skunk 
Jackal Opossum Viscacha 
Jaguar 


Mr. O’Hara. Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrman. Mr. O'Hara. 

Mr. O’Hara. Mr. Meadow, do you appreciate that this is the third 
round on this bill? 

Mr. Mrapow. Yes. 

Mr. O’Hara. I say, this is the third time we have had this bill 
before this committee. Are you familiar with the original legislation 
which I introduced on this subject? 

Mr. Meapow. In a general way. I am not familiar with the 
details, but in a general way. 

Mr. O’Hara. In that, it did affect your part of the industry, be- 
cause from the nature of the bill it did impose some hardships on the 
industry, and that was completely eliminated from the bill. 

The last Congress and this committee, you will recall, did that and 
put in the provisions which were contained in my bill at the present 
time, at the request of the industry. 

But, it is true, is it not, that you take the same position that the 
industry generally takes. You just say we do not need any bill. 
Is that not true? 

Mr. Mrapow. Well, not entirely. It is not that I just am against. 
I do not ever like to be put in that position. It is not my nature and 
it is not my belief to be against something for the sake of being against 
it. Isay that I subscribe and go along with the members of this com- 
mittee and what they are trying to accomplish. I say it can be ac- 
complished more effectively without running into trouble, by confin- 
ing it to and going after the cancer itself—and that is where it exists— 
without involving a great many other segments of the industry. 

Mr. O’Hara. Now you claim that the label should only be inserted 
at the retail level. Good people in your industry have told me that 
they know reputable buvers of stores, not so much fur shops, but 
stores, who are absolutely deceived on the garments they buy and 
consequently pass the deception innocently on to the public. Do you 
know that to be a fact? 

Mr. Meapow. I don’t know that to be a fact and it is hard for me 
to subseribe to it. You may be able to fool a woman or a man in the 
purchase of a garment or some commodity that requires spécial in- 
formation but the people in the industry you cannot fool. They know 
what they are buying and they know what they are selling; and if a 
man in the fur business tells me he bought from a manufacturer or a 
dealer certain types of skins and he was fooled, I do not go along with 
him. 

Now it may be like anything else where there is no standardization. 
I have seen experts state what a given skin is worth and each man has 
his own idea. One man will say it is worth around $20, another man 
man will say it is worth $25; but he knows he is buying a certain fur 
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pelt and is willing to pay a certain price based on his own business 
judgment as to whether he is making a good buy. 

But to say that a man in the fur business goes to a dealer or goes to 
a manufacturer, a retailer goes to a manufacturer, and buys garments 
and he does not know what he is getting and he was fooled, with that 
I cannot go along. 

Mr. O’Hara. I have every reason to believe this person who made 
that statement to me, who is very widely known, was very honest 
about it. Assuming he was right, would it not be a healthy thing to 
have that garment labeled at the processor’s or manufacturer’s place 
rather than waiting until it gets to the retail level, if that was true? 

Mr. Meapow. Even assuming that was true, and I am only 
assuming it because you have asked me to assume it, Congressman, 
I say that it imposes a burden with the implications that flow from 
forcing somebody to label something, because you cannot follow that 
chain through; and the processers, [ am sure, who are ably repre- 
sented and will speak their piece, will point out to you the difficulties 
that they are unde 

As far as the processor is concerned, somebody gives him skins and 
gives him instructions to process it in a certain way, and after it is 
processed he gives it back to him. Now he does not buy the skin, 
he does not sell the skin, and yet you are seeking to impose an obliga- 
tion on him that he now must assume the labeling and the repre- 
sentation of something of which he has no ownership, never had. 
He just receives the skins and is told to process these skins in such a 
way. 

With respect to the assumption of the facts you have asked me to 
assume, Congressman, and [ do not doubt it may be true, and i 
every industry there are new people coming in and at ae mistakes 
are made in purchases. It is not only confined to furs, but I say the 
occasion is sO rare as not to justify going to extremes to try to irradi- 
cate it, because I take it it is impossible in any field of law or legisla- 
tion to pass a bill that will take care of every conceivable fraud, 
miscalculation, or misrepresentation that might occur. 

Mr. Doututrver. Do I understand you correctly that you claim the 
processor is being hurt rather than the wholesaler or the manufacturer 
of the garment? Is that the burden of your complaint now? 

Mr. Mrapow. I wish you would not put it as the burden of my 
complaint. I am merely answering the question of Mr. O’Hara. 
I do not represent the processors. I made the observation in answer 
to Congressman O’Hara’s statement that assuming a certain state 
of facts to be true, which I know can only happen on avery, very rare 
occasion, I said it would not justify the imposition in my opinion of the 
obligation created by the labeling bill on processors who do not own 
the merchandise. 

Mr. Do.uiver. I certainly do not have the impression that the 
processor who handles somebody else’s skins for the purpose of dyeing 
them, cutting them, or whatever is to be done, has the obligation to 
label these skins. Would you be able to point out that provision in 
the bill where it puts him under that obligation? 

Mr. Mrapow. If that expression that you have just made is in the 
minds of this committee, I think it would clarify the thing a great 
deal because, frankly, we have had some misgivings among ourselves 
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whether the processors are or are not included in the bill. Some of 
us feel that they are not included; some say they are. 

Now Mr. Allbach, who will speak later, points out to me that in 
section 3 (e), page 5, the wording is: 

Any person introducing, selling, advertising, or offering for sale in commerce, 
or processing for commerce, a fur product, may 


and so forth. 

Now we have the wording there, ‘or processing for commerce.” 
Now a processor, whether he be a dyer or dresser receives the skins 
from the owner who says, ‘I want these dyed black,” or “this way,” 
and he charges merely a price for services rendered. After he processes 
the skins, he sends them back with an invoice for processing so many 
skins at so much a skin, and that is the bill. That is all he does and 
that is all he has to do with this. I say there are some misgivings 
about that. Yet on this phrase, unless it means something else, for 
some other purpose, at least an argument can be made it is intended 
to be put in there. 

Mr. Douuiver. I frankly say that I do not understand the legisla- 
tion to have that import which vou have just pointed out. Perhaps 
the legislation might well be clarified at that point. 

Mr. Mrapow. Yes. 

Mr. Douurtver. As I understand, the purpose of this legislation is 
to protect the ultimate consumer. That is the principal if not the 
sole purpose of the legislation. 

Mr. Hare. Mr. Meadow, | can understand your objection to the 
Senate legislation with which I have a certain amount of sympathy 
because it seems to me hard to impose on dealers any requirement as 
to disclosing the origin of the particular fur. 

I do not understand your objection to the House bill. IT would like 
to sav in that connection that the only thing, I am sure, that the 
committee is interested in is to protect the public from deception. 
You assure us that vou are just as eager for that as we are. 

Now it would be very helpful to me, if vou want vour testimony to 
be effective in this record, if vou would go through this bill, section by 
section, and indicate to the committee in some way the particular 
sections which you think go beyond the fair protection of the public 
from deception. If vou would then indicate the language which you 
think would correct those particular sections, it will be most helpful. 

I am positive that with vour skill in draftsmanship you will be able 
to do that. 

I just do not understand now, on the basis of what I have heard of 
your testimony, why it is that you think this is an objectionable bill. 

Mr. Meapow. In answer to a former request, which I gratefully 
accepted, I said I would undertake, knowing that this committee is in 
session, to immediately sit down with my associates, conferees of all 
segments, and reduce to writing in a form that would combine both 
your requests, Congressman Hale, as well as the other Congressman 
who suggested that I sit down and put in writing a bill that would 
effectuate your purposes and what I| profess to be mine as well. | 
should be very happy to do so. 

Mr. O’Hara. Would you be for such a bill if vou wrote it? 

Mr. Meapow. | think I would not be human if I were not, if I were 
the drafter of the bill. 
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Mr. Hare. I would be very respectful of any criticism which you 
make which would convince me that the bill was going beyond the 
reasonable prevention of deception, but there is plenty of evidence 
before the committee that there has been an enormous amount of 
deception in the fur business. I think most of the members of the 
committee, if not all, would like to do something to improve the 
conditions, do something in a legislative way as we have done in 
connection with wool fabrics. We understand that the wool-fabric 
legislation is operating very satisfactorily. 

Mr. Wotverron. I have before me a list of names that was sub- 
mitted by the Department of Agriculture yesterday as deceptive 
terms used at times in the fur trade, some of which are very astound- 
ing to me from the standpoint of apparent desire to deceive or to 
mislead purchasers. 

For instance, a coat is advertised as Arctic seal. As a matter of 
fact, it is merely seal-dyed rabbit. Would you justify that kind of 
deception? 

Mr. Mrapvow. No; I do not justify it. 

Mr. Wotverton. Why is it done then? 

Mr. Meapow. Why does any man in any field practice deception? 

Mr. Wotverton. We have another one here entitled ‘Australian 
seal.’’ As a matter of fact, it is sheared and seal-dyed Australian 
rabbit. 

Why do they not call it Australian rabbit and not Australian seal 
if it is not the intention to deceive? 

Mr. Mrapow. I do not know, Congressman, except for the fact 
which speaks for itself. I am not here to condone these practices; 
I condemn them. 

Mr. Wotverron. Another one is entitled ‘“ Baltic black fox.’ As 
a matter of fact, it is black-dved rabbit. How does the rabbit 
become a fox? 

Mr. Meapow. By being very foxy, I assume. 

Mr. Wotverton. Then we have what is termed the Baltic leopard. 
As a matter of fact it is an Australian rabbit dyed and marked to 
resemble leopard. 

Another one is Baltic lion. It turns out to be an Australian 
rabbit in natural color. 

We have bay seal. I assume it has reference to the Hudson Bay. 
At least that would be the thought that would be conveyed to me. 
As a matter of fact, it is seal-dyed rabbit. 

Another one is Belgian beaver. As a matter of fact, it is beaver- 
dyed rabbit. 

Another one is coast seal. As a matter of fact it is a sheared and 
seal-dyed rabbit. 

And fox hair, is in fact fox-dyed hare. 

French beaver, is a beaver-dyed rabbit. 

Near seal is sheared and seal-dyed rabbit. 

Polar seal is seal-dyed rabbit. 

[ am not going through the entire list. This is illustrative of the 
point which lam making. Itis apparent that the purpose is to deceive 
the average person going into a store, thinking she is buying an Arctic 
seal or she is buying a Baltic lion or she is buying a bay seal or a coast 
seal, when as a matter of fact all she is getting israbbit. To me that is 
just unconscionable. 
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It is surprising to me that legislation of this kind has not come before 
the Congress long before this. I think our colleague Mr. O’Hara has 
done a real service in directing our attention to the necessity for legis- 
lation of this kind. 

I can see no reason for these names that I have mentioned other than 
an apparent desire to deceive. With respect to the fact that you say 
they have a meaning in the trade, I call your attention to the fact that 
the customer is not in the trade; he or she does not know these distine- 
tions and that the names used are deceptive. The folks that are in the 
business know because they have adopted the name for a specific pur- 
pose. The purpose to deceive is in my mind unconscionable and if it 
requires legislation to correct it, then it should be corrected by legis- 
lation. 

As Mr. O’Hara has pointed out, this legislation has been before this 
committee for several vears. This is the third time. In all the time 
that has intervened so far as I know, there has been no disposition on 
the part of the fur industry to correct the situations to which | have 
referred as taken from the testimony of the Department of Agriculture. 
So it indicates a persistent intention upon the part of some dealers to 
continue to deceive unless there is legislation passed to stop it. 

Mr. Beamer. I have a question I would like to ask for my informa- 
tion. Do I understand that these furs originally are raised by fur 
farmers and then sent to dealers such as you have mentioned, then to 
processors, Wholesalers and finally the retailers? 

Mr. Meapow. That is generally the way. 

The animals are either caught wild by trappers or else they are bred 
on the farms. The ‘Vv are called gene rally the produc ers. The vy kall 
the animal and sell the pelts to the dealers and then the dealers in turn 
sell them to the manufacturers. The manufacturers then process 
the skins and then they are made up into various garments and sold 
to the retailer and from the retailer they go to the consumer. 

Mr. Beamer. Of all those different agencies that have to do with 
the handling of the furs, is not the largest group the retailer, the 
ultimate group? 

Mr. Meapow. It ts. 

Mr. Beamer. The consuming public does not contact the farmer, 
nor the trapper, nor the dealer, nor the processor. 

Ir. Meapow. That is right. It deals directly with the retailer. 
The consumer's contact is with the retailer. 

Mr. Beamer. | gather from your testimony that you feel the danger 
lies with the retailers. If that is the case, is that not a very, very 
large group to handle by law, by regulation or police action, if you 
want to call it that? Would it not seem logical, or possible at least, 
that the smaller people back at the source, that could be brought into 
compliance with the intent of this bill, might be the easiest way of 
handling it? 

Mr. Merapow. No; I do not go along with it. I agree with every- 
thing that has been said here and I think you have put your finger on 
it to this extent, the consumer whom you are trying to protect and 
who should be protected. 

Let us assume now in a given case that there is fraud or deception 
practiced. It is practiced at the point where the consumer makes 
the purchase. Because conceivably for that purpose, something is 
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misrepresented and she parts with the money based upon that 
misrepresentation. 

Mr. Beamer. I know, but suppose you as a dealer had properly 
labeled your fur and had properly sold it to the processor who properly 
had labeled it, your skirts are at least clean and it is up to the retailer. 
As it is now, the retailer can go back and say, “It was sold to me as 
so-and-so.” 

Mr. Meapow. We always have. It is ordinary business practice. 
Purchases from any dealer run into thousands of dollars. They buy 
by invoice. They get a bill from us and it describes what they are 
getting. 

Mr. Beamer. Is that piece of fur labeled and checked with each 
invoice then? 

Mr. Meapvow. No; each one is not labeled. As a matter of fact, 
you cannot always keep the same skin. After the manufacturer gets 
the skin he has to manufacture it into a garment. Some of it is cut 
off. You cannot keep the same label. 

Mr. Beamer. It is still rabbit or mink. 

Mr. Mrapow. Yes; you cannot change that, but when we invoice 
it to the buyer it is invoiced at what it is and he has a record of it. 

Mr. Beamer. Does it not seem simple, however, to attempt to 
control it at the source rather than at the point of distribution? 

Mr. Mrapow. Frankly I do not see how because, as the Congress- 
man pointed out now and other witnesses have pointed out before, 
the evil is in calling something that is not what it is called, it is 
something else. Now how are you going to go back to the trapper 
who trapped the animal in the first place? What has he to do with 
the fact that somebody ultimately in the chain of processing and 
handling misrepresents the article? He is blameless. What can he 
do about it? 

Now when we buy minks or we buy Persians, we get a bill. When 
we sell it, we sell it exactly the same way. 

In our files any Government man, tax man, or anybody else, can 
find an invoice for all our purchases and he will find invoices for all 
our sales and they will describe what we bought. 

Now what can we do? We cannot control somebody three or four 
steps removed from us from practicing fraud or deception on the 
public. I say the regulation should be aimed at the person who does 
the misrepresenting. 

Mr. Beckworrnu. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Meapow. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Beckwortu. The next witness is Paul W. Majerus, executive 
secretary of the Associated Fur Industries of Chicago, Ine. 


STATEMENT OF PAUL W. MAJERUS, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, 
ASSOCIATED FUR INDUSTRIES OF CHICAGO, INC., CHICAGO, 
ILL, 


Mr. Maserus. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, the 
Associated Fur Industries of Chicago, Inc., is a fur trade organization 
consisting of some 250 retail outlets plus about 50 miscellaneous fur 
firms, allied fur firms, such as cleaners, dyers, dressers, and supply 
houses. 

1 am also speaking in behalf of the Central States Furriers Associ- 
ation and the Cleveland Fur Institute of Cleveland, Ohio. The Central 
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States Furriers Association comprises the retail furriers in the States 
of Iowa and Nebraska. The Cleveland Fur Institute comprises 80 per- 
cent of the individual retail outlets in the city of Cleveland, Ohio. 

The first point I want to make, gentlemen, is that misbranding is 
not a problem. This misnaming that we have been hearing so much 
about these last 2 days, it is my contention and the contention of my 
association that it is not the problem that it has been alleged to be for 
you gentlemen. 

Back in 1948 when the hue and cry of misbranding, commonly 
known as misnaming, was first brought to the fore by proponents 
of this legislation, my association attempted a survey. They con- 
ducted a survey among better business bureaus, State departments of 
agriculture, and State chambers of commerce, to determine the extent 
of misnaming, if any. 

I should like to read you some of the letters we received from these 
organizations in response to our survey. 

The first reply is from the Better Business Bureau of Detroit, Mich.: 

There have been no complaints from the public on the misnaming of furs, and it 
may interest you to know that we keep a close check on newspaper advertising and 
as @ consequence have very little difficulty here on the misnaming of furs. 

The next letter in response to our survey on misnaming is from the 
Cleveland Better Business Bureau of Cleveland, Ohio: 

In reference to the misnaming of furs in advertising, be advised that to the 
writer’s knowledge we have had no such complaints in a good many years. Local 
advertisers are meticulous in the naming of furs in advertising. 

The next one is from the Better Business Bureau of Indianapolis, 
Ind.: 

We have practically no complaint from the consuming public concerning the 
misnaming of furs. Most purchasers of furs have little knowledge of the mer- 
chandise and rely pretty much on the seller’s statement in this respect. This 
Bureau of course checks fur advertising closely and insists that the furrier adheres 
to the FTC rules in this regard. We have had fine cooperation from Indianapolis 
furriers, 

Gentlemen, the FTC rules that they are speaking about are these 

. v2 , Tk’, I» . . . . . +$ yr . . 
[showing copy of Trade Practice Rules for the Fur Industry, as pro- 
mulgated June 17, 1938] that pertain to the fur industry, and for some 
reason it has been kept a dark secret at these hearings that we do 
have rules existing on the fur industry. As a matter of fact, there are 
12 pages of rules covering fur practice. 

The next letter is from the department of agriculture of the State 
of Wisconsin. It so happens in the State of Wisconsin that the de- 
partment of agriculture handles all complaints that concern furs. 
This is from Anthony E. Madler, counsel of the State department of 
agriculture: 

During the past several years we have received a number of complaints about 
fur coats. None of them involved the misnaming of furs nor the exaggerated 
comparative prices in newspaper advertising. 

The type of complaint which we have received generally concerns the lack of 
wearing qualities. 

The next letter is from the Better Business Bureau, of St. Louis, 
Mo.: 

Practieally speaking, there are no complaints from the public concerning the 
misnaming of furs. With few exceptions the fur terms are correctly qualified in 
accordance with the rules approved by the Federal Trade Commission. 
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The next letter is from the Better Business Bureau of Houston, 
Tex.: 

We have vour letter of October 1, 1948, asking for information about furs. 
We are glad to tell you that we believe that we have the fur situation well in hand; 
because we have hada fur code in Houston and have a very close group in the 
fur retail field to work with us very closely. 

The next letter is from the Better Business Bureau of Dallas, Tex.: 

We pretty well have the situation with respect to the misnaming of furs in 
hand and do not now receive any complaints as a result of this practice since the 
practice is practically wholly corrected here, 

Gentlemen, the letters go on in that respect. If I may, Mr. Chair- 
man, I would like to read you the cities that have also sent letters in 
response to the survey and not burden the committee with further 
reading of the testimony but I would like to submit the entire group 
of letters, if I may. 

Mr. Beckwortu. Without objection that may be done 

Mr. Maservus. Thank you. 

There are letters here from the Boston Better Business Bureau, 
Boston, Mass.; the Better Business Bureau of Minneapolis, Inc.; the 
St. Paul Association of Commerce, St. Paul, Minn.; the Better Busi- 
ness Bureau of Omaha, Nebr.; the Better Business Bureau of Tulsa, 
Okla.; the Better Business Bureau of Baltimore, Md.; the chamber of 
commerce of the city of Newark, N. J.; the Chicago Better Business 
Bureau; the Chicago Better Business Bureau in behalf of the Better 
Business Bureau of Atlanta, Ga.; and the Better Business Bureau of 
Pittsburgh, Pa. 

(The letters referred to are as follows:) 

BetrerR Business Bureau or Derroir, IN 
Detroit, Mich., September 21, 1948 
Re furs. 
Mr. Paut W. MaJerus, 
Executive Secretary, Associated Fur Industry of Chicago, In 
Ch ago Til 

Dear Mr. Maserus: In your letter of September 15 you asked two questions 
which I will try to answer for you. 

(1) Complaints of the publie as concerns the misnaming of furs: There have 
been no complaints from the publie on the misnaming of furs. It may interest 
you to know that we keep a close check on newspaper advertising and, as a conse- 
quence, have very little difficulty here on the misnaming of furs 

(2) Complaints as concerns exaggerated comparative prices in newspaper 
advertising: Enclosed is a copy of a correction which was run in March of this 
year in the Detroit Times and Detroit News. 

This correction was run as & result of our shopping. We trust the above answers 
will give you the information you requested. 

Sincerely yours, 
3ETTER Business Bureau oF Derrort, In: 
S. B. Kempton, Assistant Manager 


CLEVELAND Betrer Business Bureau, INC., 
Cleve land, Ohio, Ne pilember 1, 1G I x 
Re complaints of the publie as concerns the misnaming of furs 
Mr. Paut W. MaJErRus, 
Frecutive Secretary, Associated Fur Industries of Chi ago, Ine 
Chicago, 1 
Dear Stir: In response to your letter of September 15, we are enclosing one of 
our Avertising Letters which are sent monthly to the retail trade in Cleveland 
This letter was sent in June of this year. This letter which is titled “Carnival 
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of Comparative Prices’’ sums up this bureau’s experience in checking comparative 
prices. Of course, this is a general letter but it also includes comparative prices 
in the fur trade. 

In reference to the misnaming of furs in advertising, be advised that, to the 
writer’s knowledge, we have had no such complaint in a good many years. Local 
advertisers are meticulous in the naming of furs in advertising. 

We trust this information will prove of some assistance to you. 

Very truly yours, 
JOSEPHINE SCHULKINS, 
Director, Merchandise Department. 


Tue Berrer Business Bureau, Ine 
Indianapolis 4, September 23, 1948. 
Pau, W. MasxErus, 
Executive Sec retary, Associated Fur Industries of Ch icago, Ine > 
Chicago 2, Ill. 

Dear Mr. Maservus: Upon return from my vacation I found your letter of 
September 15 on my desk for answer. 

We have practically no complaints from the consuming public concerning the 
misnaming of furs. Most purchasers of furs have little knowledge of the mer- 
chandise and rely pretty much on the seller’s statements in this respect. This 
bureau, of course, checks fur advertising closely and insists that the furriers adhere 
to the FTC rules in this regard. We have had fine cooperation from Indianapolis 
furriers. 

We do not have the problem of exaggerated comparative prices in advertising. 
3v means of an agreement among all advertising furriers, the use of comparative 
prices in fur advertising was abandoned altogether. We are sending you herewith 
a copy of our December 1947 bulletin which tells the story. 

If we can be of further service to you in any way, please feel free to contact us. 

Cordially, 
L. P. NicHo.as 
Assistant General Manage 
The Better Business Bureau, Ine 


THE STATE OF WISCONSIN, 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Madison 2, September 28, 1948 
Mr. Paut W. Maservs, 
Executive Secretary, Associated Fur Industries of Chicago, Inc., 
Chicago 2, Ill. 

Dear Mr. Maservs: Your letter of September 25 has been referred to me 
for reply. 

During the past several vears we have received a number of complaints about 
fur coats. None of them involved the misnaming of furs nor the exaggerated 
comparative prices in newspaper advertising. 

The type of complaint which we have received generally concerns the lack of 
wearing qualities. 

Very truly yours, 
SraTe DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
ANTHONY E. Map.er, Counsel. 


Boston Brerrer Bustness BuREAU, 
Boston 11, Mass.., August 30, 1948. 
Mr. Pau, W. Majerus, 
Executive Secretary, Associated Fur Industries of Chicago, 
Chicago 2, Hl. 

Dear Mr. Maservus: I have your August 28 letter asking us for our experience 
relative to (1) complaints of the public as concerns the misnaming of furs; and 
(2) complaints as concerns exaggerated comparative prices in newspaper adver- 
tising. 

With regard to misnaming (1) we have practically no complaints in recent 
years. As concerns the misnaming of furs, Boston retailers generally follow our 
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standards in the naming of furs. These are given in the Guide For Retail Ad- 
vertising and Selling, copy of which we are sending to you under separate cover 
with our compliments. 

With regard to exaggerated comparative prices, the situation is not good. 
However, we have very few complaints from the public, most of our complaints 
being based on our own investigations or complaints from other retailers. As 
you know, it is very difficult to check comparative price advertising in the fur 
field. We regard exaggerated comparative price advertising in furs as well as 
in a lot of other types of merchandise as our greatest problem. 

Cordially yours, 
Boston Berrer Business BuRBAv. 
K. B. Backman, Manager. 





BetrerR Bustness BuREAU OF MINNEAPOLIS, INC., 
Minneapolis 2, Minn., September 17, 1948. 
AssociATED Fur INpustTrRIEs oF Curcaao, INc., 
Chicago 2, Ill. 

Dear Mr. Maserus: We have received your letter of the 16th and talked with 
Mr. Stanley Berglund who is president of the Associated Fur Industries of Min- 
neapolis. We work with them very closely and we are agreed that there have 
been very few cases of misnaming of furs in advertising. What is said over the 
counters of course we have no way of knowing. 

We have had two cases where it would seem that comparative prices have been 
greatly exaggerated. One of them we are working on at the present time, but 
generally speaking comparative price advertising during the summer has been 
very conservative. 

Yours very truly, 
F. G. CRAMER, Assistant Manager. 


Str. Paut AssocraTION OF COMMERCE, 
St. Paul, Minn., Se pte mber 28, 1948. 
Mr. Paut W. Maserus, 
Executive Secretary, Association Fur Industries of Chicago, Inc., 
58 East Washington Street, Chicago 2, Ill. 

Dear Mr. Maserus: This will acknowledge your form letter of September 16 
which refers to complaints on furs. 

1. We have relatively little complaints from the public concerning the mis- 
naming of furs. 

2. We do have a very considerable amount of complaints concerning a limited 
number of small fur concerns in this city on exaggerated comparative prices and 
the poor handling of a customer. 

3. We have no regular Business Bureau in St. Paul but our Public Relations 
Department functions to some extent as a Better Business Bureau. 

Very truly yours, 
M. W. THompson, 
Secretary, Retail Department. 


BerreR Business BurEAU OF OmaHna, INC., 
Omaha, Nebr., Se ptember 3, 1948. 
Mr. Paut W. Magserus, 
Executive Secretary, Associated Fur Industries of Ch icago, Ine 
Chicago, Ill. 

Dear Mr. Maserus: For the past 11 vears our office has, in conjunetion with 
the local retailers and furriers, had in existence an advertising agreement pro- 
hibiting comparative prices. This agreement has been signed by approximately 
90 percent of all retailers and furriers, with about three exceptions, and these firms 
rarely, if ever, use comparative prices. 

Because of this fur agreement, the Bureau has received very little complaint 
from the public on compsrative prices, or the misrepresentation of furs. We are 
enclosing a copy of this agreement for your information. 

Sincerely yours, ; 
Joun J. HENRY, General Manager. 
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Tue Berrer Business Bureau or Tunsa, Ine 
Tulsa, Okla., October 





Mr. Pau. W. Maservus, 
Associated Fur Industries of Chicago, Inc., 
Chicago, Ill. 

Dear Str: In reply to your inquiry of October 1. We have received no com- 
plaints from the public on either of the points raised in your questionnaire 

The naming of furs has not been subject of criticism. 

We have noted a few ads offering new furs at reduced prices during August fur 
sales. The comparative prices quoted offering furs at about 20 percent less than 
next winter’s prices, which we feel is a questionable prediction. 

We had one instance (a going-out-of-business sale) wherein original prices of old 
and outmoded fur coats were quoted as values which they were not. 

On the whole, we believe fur advertising has been fairly accurate here 

Yours very truly, 
Epwarp T. Wiac, Manage 


BerrerR Business Bureau or BALTIMORE, 
October , 1948. 
AssociaTED Fur INpustTries or Cuicaco, INe., 
Chicago, Ill. 
(Attn.: Mr. Paul W. Majerus, Executive Secretary.) 

GENTLEMEN: We received your letter of October 1, asking for our experiences 
relative to complaints from the public about the nismaming of furs. 

As furs are fairly generally accurately and truthfully named in advertising in 
Baltimore, we do not receive public complaints on this score. 

As to complaints about comparative price advertising of furs, would state 
that we receive more complaints from competitors than we do from the public. 
The public apparently either believes the exaggerated comparative prices are 
true, or regards them as so much “hokum’’ and doesn’t even bother to complain 
about them. 

We have been trying for the past vear to show the fur retailers in Baltimore 
the advantages of eliminating comparative prices in fur advertising. However, 
one or two large fur retailers are unwilling to take this step with the result that 
all advertising of fur coats must show savings of from 25 to 50 percent to be in 
the race at all. It is difficult to see how the public reading the fur-coat adver- 
tising price comparisons could possibly think of buying a fur coat at a regular 
price. That would be foolish, because tomorrow or the next day you'll see fur 
coats advertised at 25 to 50 percent off of regular value or price 

Exaggerated fur comparative prices are being played for all they are worth 
by Baltimore advertisers and it is unnecessary for me to tell you that many of 
the comparative prices are merely picked out of the air. 

Perhaps it is easier to advertise 25 to 50 percent off than it is to describe the 
fur coats in such a manner to make them attractive and to cause people to really 
want to buy them. We would like to see fur coats advertised on their merit, 
attractiveness and general serviceability. We think it would be better for the 
fur industry if the prices of fur coats remained reasonably stable so that an 
individual who pays $500 for a fur coat this week won’t tomorrow look in the 
papers and see $500 coats for $250 and thereby wonder if he or she wasn’t a 
chump to pay $500 for a coat. 

We would like to see comparative prices only at the ends of seasons and for a 
period of only 30 days at that time, thereby letting the public know that the 
price reductions are for clearances at the end of the season and are, therefore, 
logical. 

We believe the absence of comparative prices would cause the public to have 
a better appreciation of the fur coats they buy and to continue to believe they 
are valuable and articles to be cherished for as long as they last. 

Yours very truly, 


Gari B. Ussery, General Manager. 
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CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE City OF NEWARK, N. J., 
October 11, 1948. 
Mr. Paut W. MaJservus, 
Executive Secretary, Associated Fur Industries of ¢ ‘hicago, Inc., 
Chicago 2. Til. 

Dear Mr. Maserus: Your letter of the lst, addressed to the Better Business 
Bureau, has been received here and we regret that we do not believe we can be of 
assistance to you in the survey that you are making. 

We do receive occasional complaints here but to my recollection they do not 
involve the two items mentioned in your letter. 

Very truly yours, 
KENNETH S. CARBERRY, Secretary. 


Cuicaco Berrer Business Bureau, INc., 
Chicago, Til., Aug ist $1, 1948. 
Re Complaints from the public. 
Mr. Paut MaJeErvs, 
Executive Secretary, Associated Fur Industries of Chicago, Inc., 
58 East Washington Street, Chicago, Til. 

Dear Mr. Maserus: In considering complaints that have been given this 
Bureau by members of the public against Chicago furriers, it is evident that most 
of them have arisen from the use in advertising of exaggerated claims and mislead- 
ing comparative prices. Complainants who came to this Bureau have indicated 
dissatisfaction with coats purchased at bargain prices and advertised or described 
as “worth” a great deal more. Complaints arise when purchasers discover that 
the coats are not of the quality indicated by the comparative prices. 

Other complaints received by this Bureau have to do with wearing quality of the 
coats whether or not comparative prices are used, and misunderstandings as to 
credit terms or storage arrangements. 

We are pleased to say, however, that in recent years very few complaints have 
arisen from use of false and misleading trade names, apparently the result of more 
accurate naming of furs by retailers. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rorert T. JAMEs, 
Merchandise Division, Chicago Better Business Bureau. 


Cuicaco Betrer Business BuREAU, 
Chicago, Ill., October 14, 1248. 
Mr. Paut MaJErus, 
Associated Fur Industries of Chicago, Inc., 
58 East Washington Street, Chicago 2, Ill. 
Dear Mr. Maserus: In a letter dated October 12, 1948, James W. Stephens, 
assistant manager of the Better Business Bureau of Atlanta, wrote us as follows: 
“The subject requested information from this bureau relative to the complaints 
we may have had regarding fur industries in general. Not being familiar with 
the subject, may we request that you inform them that we have had no com- 
plaints against any local merchants, and that our files contain nothing of a de- 
rogatory nature about local furriers.”’ 
We are forwarding this reply for enclosure in your files. 
Sincerely yours, 
Rospert T. JAMEs, 
Verchandise Division, Chicago Betler Business Bureau. 





38 


of 


of F 


or mee f 








FUR LABELING 87 


BETTER Business BureEAU OF PitTrsspuRGH, INC., 
Pittsburgh, Pa., October 25, 1948. 
Re (1) Complaints of the public as concerns the misnaming of furs; (2) complaints 
as concerns exaggerated comparative prices in newspaper advertising 
Mr. Paut W. Majerus, 
Executive Secretary, Associated Fur Industries of Chicago, Inc., 
58 East Washington Street, Chicago, [il. 
Dear Sir: We have your letter of October 1, 1948, concerning the subject. 
We have over these past few seasons been very vigilant concerning both these 
problems in fur advertising in this district. This has resulted in excellent coop- 
eration from all the fur advertisers here and has practically eliminated complaints 
on these two bases. We are aware, however, that occasionally an exaggerated 
comparative price is used in newspaper advertising. However, we have had no 
complaints from the public. 
We trust that this information may be of some assistance to you. 
Very truly yours, 
Antuony J. Harscna, 
Merchandise Division. 


Betrer Business Brreav, 
Dallas, Tex., October 12, 1948 
Mr. Paut W. Maserus, 
Executive Secretary, Associated Fur Industries of Chicago, Inc., 
58 East Washington Street, Chicago, Ill. 

Dear Mr. Maservs: This will answer your inquiry of October 1. 

We pretty well have the situation with respect to the misnaming of furs in hand 
and do not now receive any complaints as a result of this practice, since the 
practice is practically wholly corrected here. 

You can, however, render a great service not only to the fur industry but to the 
public as well if vou can develop some method by which comparative prices can 
be used accurately 

This is a tremendous headache and is destructive of consumer confidence in 
advertising more than any other one thing in my opinion. 

One of our troubles in this respect stems from this kind of situation. <A furrier 
will buy a special lot of furs which he claims he has secured at a special price and 
proceed to advertise them as being worth a price which is exaggerated. The 
difficulty of correcting this type of advertising is apparent. 

It seems to me that the only method of correcting this type of practice is for the 
fur industry to provide its members with some kind of over-all standard that can be 
used as a guide in arriving at the value of any specific fur. In other words, rather 
than try to deal with each advertised item or each advertisement on a separate 
basis. we should be able to use a vardstick general enough to apply in all cases. 

I am sure that vou are close enough to this industry to know the problem which 
all better-business bureaus confront in trving to reduce the wild use of exaggerated 
comparatives to reasonable accuratcy. Certainly, any help which you might effect 
would be enthusiastically received by better-business bureaus everywere. 

Sineerely vours, 
Betrer Business BureAvu or DALLAs, 
G. Durrre_p SMItH, 
Vice President and Managing Counsel 


BetTteR Business Bureau oF Houston, 
Houston, Tex., October 6, 1948. 
AssociaATeED Fur INpDUSTRIES OF CHICAGO, 
58 East Washington Street, Chicago, Ill. 

Dear Sires: We have your letter of October 1, 1948 asking for information 
about furs, etc We are glad to tell you that we believe we have the fur situation 
well in hand, because we have had a fur code in Houston and have a very close 
group in the fur retail field to work with us very closely. 

We are enclosing with this letter a copy of the code which has been effect. since 
1941: has been amended several times and we feel that it is doing a real job in 
stabilizing the fur business in Houston. 
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We check the advertising closely for misleading fur names, and comparative 
prices are banned except during special sales; as noted in the code. If we can 
be of further assistance to you, please advise. 

Yours very truly, 
C. E. BuEHNER, 
Executive Vice President. 


Betrer Business Bureau or St. Louts, INc., 
St. Louis, Mo., October 18, 1948. 
Mr. Paut W. MajseErus, 
Executive Secretary, Associated Fur Industries of Chicago, Inc., 
58 East Washington Street, Chicago, Ill. 

Dear Mr. Majerus: Practically speaking, there are no complaints from the 
publie concerning the misnaming of furs. With few exceptions, the fur terms are 
correctly qualified in accordance with the rules approved by the Federal Trade 
Commission. 

The public seldom complains about exaggerated competitive prices in newspaper 
advertising. They probably are not well enough informed about the actual value 
of furs to recognize exaggeration. However, we do receive complaints from com- 
petitors and also originate our own complaints about comparisons. 

The board of directors of the Associated Retailers, which is comprised of leading 
firms, recently passed the following resolution: 

‘“‘Whereas the use of comparative prices and values in the advertising of furs 
and fur garments has reached a point as to be deterimental to the industry; and 

‘“‘Whereas such advertising has the capacity of misleading the public and thus 
destroying their confidence in fur advertising; and 

‘Whereas the members of this association invest large sums of money in fur 
advertising, which investment is being seriously jeopardized by the undermining 
effects of unwarranted comparative prices and values in the fur field; and 

‘“‘Whereas various efforts of correction, both by the merchants themselves and 
in cooperation with existing organizations, have failed to correct this unfortunate 
situation: Therefore be it 

‘Resolved, That the Associated Retailers of St. Louis go on record as recom- 
mending to its members the total abolition of comparative prices and values in 
the advertising of furs and fur garments.’’ 

We are enclsoing a copy of a letter and a pledge form which we have just 
mailed to all furriers. 

After years of battling with the comparative-price exaggerations in retail fur 
advertising, we had almost an ideal situation just prior to the war. Comparative 
prices were practically eliminated with exception of bona fide clearance sales. 
However, in recent times the tremendous promotions and the extravagant claims 
made by one firm have upset the apple cart. 

We are enclosing a copy of a bulletin dated December 10, 1947, in which we 
commented on one type of comparative price used by the firm in question. 

We hope to get enough retail furriers to endorse our position that the abuse 
of comparative prices in the fur field has been so great as to make it advisable to 
eliminate them completely. 

Very truly yours, 
KENNETH W. Hoop, 
Manager, Merchandise Division. 

Mr. Maserus. Now, I am not going to deny, of course, that there 
are not instances of misnaming. This is a big country. The testi- 
mony at the last hearing before the Senate last year showed that 
between 500,000 and 750,000 advertisements appear in the daily press, 
and I will admit there are signs of misnaming. 

We have instances of misnaming in Chicago occasionally, but this 
is what we do. We are the trade association. We work very closely 
in conjunction with our Chicago Better Business Bureau. I will 
give you an example of misnaming. 

The Federal Trade Commission rules for the fur industry say that 
when vou advertise a black Persian lamb coat you must say “black- 
dyed Persian lamb.”’ 
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Let us take a man who advertises once or twice a year. A small 
man works up his own advertisement. What does he do? He puts 
down “black Persian lamb.” That is wrong. But any consumer 
wanting a black Persian lamb coat will get a black Persian lamb coat 
though it will be a black-dyed Persian lamb coat. There is no such 
thing as natural. He has left out the word “‘dyed.”’ That is all he 
has left out. 

But the consumer, if she wants a black Persian lamb coat, must 
buy a black-dyed Persian lamb coat. There is no natural-black 
Persian lamb coat. So, if she responds to that advertisement, she 
has not been harmed at all. 

But that is beside the point. What do we do when the furrier 
does that? 

We call him up or write him a letter. We call up the better-business 
bureau and the better-business bureau will give the person a ring or 
write the person a letter. The next time the advertisement appears 
it is corrected. 

With the larger stores, we do have instances of misnaming. Every 
time they change an advertising firm, gentlemen, we have instances 
of misnaming. We contact them. I have a list of correct naming, 
principles according to the Federal Trade Commission, and I will send 
them a list of the wrong naming and correct naming, and it does not 
happen again until the large firms change their advertising firm and 
then you have several instances of it. It is absolutely an innocent 
mistake. We get cooperation from them. 

Now, let us take some of the small towns. Most of these advertise- 
ments here were apparently from the East; at least those that were 
introduced by Mr. Miller of the Federal Trade Commission. 

Let us say they do not have a fur association. Let us say they do 
not have a becter-business bureau or chamber of commerce. 1 wrote 
to a lot of towns and got no response, for the simple reason they did 
not have that better-business bureau. That is true of some of the 
small towns. 

What could the Federal Trade Commission do about it? The 
Federal Trade Commission today has authority on misnaming. 
Misnaming plays a very prominent role in these rules. ‘They have 
some very, very strict naming principles. Why does not the Federal 
Trade Commission write a letter to these people, one letter? The 
answer of course is obvious. They say those are purely local matters; 
that they have absolutely no jurisdiction. 

Well, that is not necessarily so. A number of years ago a retailer 
in Chicago violated a certain section of the Federal Trade Commission 
rules. He was as local as the little man in New Hampshire whose 
advertisement was read here yesterday. He was as local as that man. 
I can provide the name and the address of that man if the committee 
should so desire. 

The Federal Trade Commission wrote that man a letter. What- 
ever he had done in violation of the Federal Trade Commission rules, 
he has desisted. He is proud to have desisted. He made an innocent 
mistake, he admitted it. 

So, why does not the Federal Trade Commission write a letter to 
these people? 

It costs but 3 cents. They have the personnel to do it. Let them 
do it. What is keeping them from doing it? I would like to know. 
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I would like to know how many letters were sent out to these adver- 
tisers that advertised Baltic seai, and that other balderdash. That 
type of naming is wrong but what has the Federal Trade Commission 
done about it? 

I have gone to the Federal Trade Commission attorneys in the city 
of Chicago on the problem of misnaming, because we are concerned 
about it, naturally. Weare not concerned about it in Chicago, but 
if there should be a labeling act, it will affect the furriers in Chicago 
as it will every place else, so we are deeply concerned about it. That 
is why we made the survey. I was told there that if a furrier sells 
the garment in response to a misnaming ad, and let us use the exam- 
ple of Baltic seal, if a woman responds to an ad and buys Baltic 
seal and it is rabbit, and that coat is sold in interstate commerce. as 
so many of them are here, where people come from one State and in 
a few minutes you are in another State, the Federal Trade Commission 
has absolute jurisdiction over those cases. 

Why do they not take jurisdiction over them? I would like to 
know. It certainly was not brought out by the Federal Trade Com- 
mission vesterday. 

If they want further authority, they have the law right here. They 
have the Federal Trade Commission Act which covers many indus- 
tries in interstate commerce. I presume it covers them all. Why 
not amend the act? Why not amend the present Federal Trade 
Commission Act? We have the law. Why bring in a new law? 
Why not amend the old law? 

Between the trade associations, the better business bureaus, and 
the criminal codes of the various States, | think we have sufficient 
protection in this matter. I think we have sufficient protection 
without another law. 

I think that misnaming on a country-wide basis is inconsequential. 
1 think our survey undeniably shows that. We are not going to 
deny there is not misnaming. There is misnaming. But, over-all, 
considering all the advertisements that are submitted, I think it is 
inconsequential and this industry should not be burdened with an 
oppressive law on this subject and the law as written is oppressive. 

Now with respect to point No. 2, it is the contention of my asso- 
ciation that a label is uninformative, it is misleading and deceptive. 
I am going to repeat, that a label is uninformative, it is misleading, 
and it is deceptive. 

Now we have heard the Wool Products Labeling Act compared 
with this proposed Fur Products Labeling Act. I think the com- 
parison is a bad one. The Wool Products Labeling Act is a grading 
act. It tells the percentage composition of the fabric, so much wool, 
and so much of other fibers. 

On the other hand, the proposed Fur Products Labeling Act, does 
not provide for fur grading whatsoever. For example, several years 
back when silverblu mink was first being let out on the market by 
many of Mr. Francis’ members, they were bringing fabulous prices 
per skin, around $100 a skin, some $120, $150, depending on the 
quality. During July of that particular year a number of the 
silverblu mink died on ranch in northern Illinois out of the prime 
season. The name of that ranch can be provided for the informa- 
tion of this committee. Those mink were sold in the city of Chicago 
to a certain retailer for $2 per skin. That particular retailer manu- 
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factured those skins into capes, not coats but into capes, and he sold 
those capes at astoundingly low prices, in comparison to what a 
similar product was bringing from a competitor. 

He advertised them in the Chicago Tribune as genuine silverblu 
mink. Of course they were genuine silverblu mink but think of the 
quality of those mink. They were genuine silverblu mink. He was 
100 percent right. 

Some of the retailers on Michigan Avenue that had sold the fine 
quality silverblu mink were called upon by the consumers to whom 
they had sold silverblu mink and they wondered then what had hap- 
pened to the price of the product. 

Now let us presume further for just a moment that at the time we 
had this proposed Fur Products Labeling Act. I know the unscrup- 
ulous retailer who purchased those skins. If we had had the proposed 
Fur Products Labeling Act when those skins hit the market, that 
unscrupulous retailer would have played up the quality of those skins. 
He would have read quality into those skins that never existed before. 
Not only would he have convinced his customers that those skins had 
quality; he would have convinced his customers beside quality they 
had value that they never had. He would have convinced the woman 
that they had wearability, of which they had very little besides the 
leather because there was practically no fur on those skins. He would 
have convinced her of quality, value, and wearability. That is exactly 
what he would have done by pointing to the label and saying, ‘‘Look, 
here is the Government required label. Here is your assurance about 
this fur coat.” 

I know these operators well enough in Chicago to know, gentlemen, 
that if we ever got a Fur Products Labeling Act, it would do an awful 
lot of harm to the legitimate retailer; an ungodly lot of harm. 

Now, you could, of course, say that is an isolated instance, those 
$2 skins, but it is pot true. ‘The majority of the skins that are raised 
by the fur farmers here, the mink skins as well as the beaver skins 
and other skins that are trapped, whether imported or domestic, are 
sold at auction. If vou ever look at a catalog that they present to 
the potential purchasers of those furs, vou will notice that the beaver, 
mink, muskrat, rabbit, whatever they sell, come in many, many 
qualities. 

You will find the top bundle of mink perhaps selling at $100 a skin. 
Or, at just a recent auction, at $350 a skin, and in the same batch, 
the same color of skin, the same type of mink, you will find skins 
selling at $8, $9, and $10. 

Now if we do get a Fur Products Labeling Act, we know that the 
unscrupulous retailer will enhance the quality of those low-end-skins 
and hurt not only the ultimate consumer but Mr. Francis’ fur ranchers. 
He will have to hurt those, he will tend to bring up the quality of those 
low-end skins. Just give the unscrupulous retailer a chance, gentle- 
men, and he will do it, | know it. 

Now during the old OPA days, when they were attempting to write 
the fur code, when they were in the process of writing a fur code, 
they were going to determine prices on rabbit skin. So the Govern- 
ment made a survey and they determined in rabbit skin alone there 
would be 2.000 grades, gentlemen, from the South Pacific area of 
Tasmania, New Zealand, and Australia. That does not cover the 
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United States; that does not cover Europe; that does not cover Asia. 
It covers nothing but three small spots in the South Pacific. 

Let us keep in mind that the consumer goes into a fur shop and buys 
a rabbit coat with the Government required label. What will the 
label sav? One word, ‘‘Rabbit.”’ 

Will that tell the woman anything at all? We submit that it will 
tell her nothing of value; it will tell her the word “rabbit.’’ What 
does she want? She wants quality, value, wearability, for her money. 
The word “rabbit’”’ tells her nothing. 

If we had a Federal law on the subject and she said she wanted a 
rabbit coat, | cannot believe that she would not impute some bit of 
quality to that garment, some bit of wearability, some bit of value. 
I am sure she will think that that gives her some assurance of quality, 
quality that in some instances might exist on a good garment but, by 
the same token, on the low-end garment we know it will not exist. 
It cannot exist; it is not there. 

Now I think there is one substitute for a label and that is the skill, 
the knowledge, and the integrity of the fur merchant. That gentle- 
men, of course, is the basis on which our retail industry is run today 
in the great majority. It is like furniture or diamonds or antiques or 
oriental rugs; you must have faith in the integrity of your dealer. 
Gentlemen, if any of us here were to go buy a coat or buy furniture 
or buy a ring, I know where we would go. If we were in Washington, 
we would probably stop off at Garfinkel’s for No. 1; in Chicago we 
might stop off at Marshall Field, or a hundred other reliable concerns. 
We know that if they told us it was genuine mahogany, it would be 
genuine mahogany. If they told us it was rabbit, it would be rabbit. 

Gentlemen, they have the skill, they have the knowledge of quality, 
thev have the integrity. It is the only way out. No label can insure 
those things. Only the integrity, the skill, and the knowledge of the 
fur merchant can give that to the consumer. 

On the other hand, gentlemen, if a label did provide for grading like 
the Meat Labeling Act, where there are six or seven grades, if the label 
on the fur coat did provide for grading, then it would be an honest 
label because that is our problem with the consumer, value. What is 
this coat worth? Will it wear? Does it have value? The Meat 
Labeling Act is compared. It has grades. If we have grades in fur, 
we are for the Labeling Act. They tell me it is impossible to grade it. 
They tell me it is impossible because it depends again on the individual 
skill and knowledge of each and every fur merchant. No two skins 
are alike—nature is that way—whether they are trapped or raised on 
a ranch. 

So, to sum it up, quality is always of paramount importance and in 
comparison the naming of or the name of the fur on the label is in- 
significant. 

It is important, but comparably speaking it is insignificant. 

The proposed Fur Products Labeling Act very cleverly gives the 
impression that it will stop false advertising. It will stop false adver- 
tising, gentlemen, as I read the act, as to misnaming only, in other 
words, calling a fur something else other than what it actually is or 
other than what is actually allowed under Federal Trade Commission 
names, 
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Now we do have a problem in the fur industry. It is our biggest 
problem. We have the problem of what we call value claims where 
you pick up the paper and the retailer advertises a $500 coat for $250. 

[t is possible, at year-end close-outs, certainly it is possible. It is 
possible on “‘ly”’ as they say in the trade, a last year’s coat. It is 
possible but we know in most instances the furrier cannot sell a $500 
coat for $250. But it seems that the majority of the legislators to 
whom I have spoken about the labeling bill are under the impression 
that that is the thing that this bill is going to cure; it is going to cure 
that which the industry is confronted with. But it is not. The only 
false advertising it can concern itself with is the naming of furs. You 
cannot use the words “Baltic seal’? unless you qualify it with the 
word “rabbit.” 

You are allowed to use glamourous names in the fur trade. You can 
say mink-dyed muskrat. That is allowable. That example, I believe, 
is quoted in the pamphlet. You can say sable-dyed muskrat. You 
can use all the glamour; the Federal Trade Commission has allowed us 
to use all the glamour. 

They say, “Eestasy”’ perfume. That is psychological indefiniteness 
if I ever heard it, but it is necessary to promote their product. 

So we are allowed to use glamorous names as leng as the last name 
on the description describes the fur animal, the animal from which 
the fur is actually taken. 

So the bill will not stop false advertising. As far as the industry is 
concerned and as far as we are particularly concerned, in Chicago, it 
will stop the misnaming; yes. 

Let us presume they do this misnaming; what will the FTC do 
about it? They will certainly write the man a letter, which they can 
do today, and I know that in 999 out of a thousand cases the furrier 
will immediately comply with the law, with the proposec. law or with 
the existing statute. 

Now we always hear it said how much the fur rancher is concerned 
with this legislation. We contend that the fur rancher has no stake 
in this legislation, at all. His well being is dependent upon the style 
cycle, economic conditions, and the variety and the quality of his 
product. As I said before, a label will enhance the quality of his 
low-end mink. That is just about what it will do for him. 

Now it has been generally presumed, u uless I am wrong, and that 
is the presumption I have, that all fur farm groups are in favor of 
the proposed Fur Labeling Act. 1 would like to contradict that, if 
I may, by the introduction of a letter into the record. It is from Dr. 
L. J. O’Reilley, president, of the American National Fur Breeders 
Association, Wausau, Wis. It is dated October 18, 1950. It reads: 

With apology for delay in acknowledgment of yours of the 25th, occasioned only 
by illness of the writer following return from our very successful September sale, 
would answer vour questions as you have presented them. 

1. The number of fur ranchers listed in our organization is 884. 

2. It would be our belief that the identical number would cover fur ranchers not 
in sympathy with the labeling bill. 


If I may, I would like to submit that for inclusion in the record. 
Mr. Beckwortu. Without objection, it will be placed in the record. 
(The complete letter referred to follows:) 
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AMERICAN NATIONAL FuR BREEDERS ASSOCIATION, 
Wausau, Wis., October 18, 1950. 
Mr. Pau, W. MaseErus, 
Executive Secretary, Associated Fur Industries of Chicago, Inc., 
Chicago 1, Til. 

DeaR Mr. Majerus: With apology for delay in acknowledgment of yours of 
the 25th, occasioned only by illness of the writer following return from our very 
successful September sale, would answer your questions as you have presented 
them. 

1. The number of fur ranchers listed in our organization is 884. 

2. It would be our belief that the identical number would cover fur ranchers 
not in sympathy with the labelling bill. 

3. Improvement in the quality of ranch raised fur will of necessity be a slow 
process, in that breed improvement in any type of live stock and success in the 
ultimate improvement is dependent on how fast ranchers, the majority of whom 
today are maters of animals, can be educated into the position of being breeders 
of animals. 

This last answer, without lengthy qualification, could possibly sound vague 
but in everyday parlance the fundamental is based on teaching the people en- 
gaged that they are in a livestock breeding industry with every rule of successful 
livestock breeding applicable and carries itself on into ancestry, Mendelian Law, 
etc., rather than the simple process of placing, as is the general practice, a male 
of unknown heritage with a female, from which point a trust in the good Lord 
to look after them. 

Again regretting tardy answer to your letter, I am, with kindest regards, 

Very truly yours, 
AMERICAN NATIONAL Fur BREEDERS ASSOCIATION, 
L. J. O’REILiEY, President. 

Mr. Beckwortu. Do you have any estimate how many fur farmers 
there are in this country? 

Mr. Maserus. Mr. Francis introduced that in the record yesterday. 
He said between 7,000 and 8,000. 

Mr. Heuier. At this point, Mr. Chairman, may I ask that the 
letter which was sent to all the Better Business Bureaus by the 
witness be introduced in evidence with these. It was never read? 

Mr. Maserus. It was, sir. I read it off and asked that all of those 
be included in evidence. 

Mr. Heiter. You read your own letter? 

Mr. Maservus. From the Chicago Better Business Bureau. 

Mr. Heuer. I would like to have you introduce into evidence the 
letter which you sent to all the bureaus. 

Mr. Maserus. I asked them one thing, one line. 

Mr. Heiter. Do vou have that letter? 

Mr. Maserus. I do not have it with me, no, sir. 

Mr. Hetier. Could vou produce it for the record? 

Mr. Maservs. Certainly, we have a carbon copy in the files. 1] 
can send it to vou. 

Mr. Hetuer. Send it to the committee. 

May I ask if this witness will be here tomorrow? 

Mr. Beckwortu. We do not know right now. 

Mr. Heuer. In any event the letter will be filed in the record. 

The letters you are now reading are replies to letters that vou sent? 

Mr. Maservus. Yes. We sent the same letter to all the organiza- 
tions. 

Mr. Heiter. May I ask, Mr. Chairman, that wherever an answer 
is produced that we have the letter to which it refers for the record? 

Mr. Beckworrn. That will be included, 

(The letters referred to follow:) 
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AssociaTep Fur Inpustriges or Cuicaco, Inc., 
Chigago 1, Ill., April 21, 1951. 
Representative Ropert Crosser, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

HoNoRABLE Sir: As per the request of Representative Heller at the hearings on 
April 18, 1951, I am enclosing herewith for inclusion in the record, a true copy of 
my survey letter addressed to the various Better Business Bureaus on the question 
of misnaming. 

Also, a true copy of my letter addressed to Dr. L. J. O’ Reilly of the American 
National Fur Breeders Association on the viewpoint of his membership as con- 
cerns their position on labeling. 

Our survey failed to receive answers from the following Better Business Bureaus 
Kansas City, Mo.; Kansas City, Kans.; Memphis, Tenn.; Cincinnati, Ohio; 
Madison, Wis : Portland, Oreg Seattle, Wash. Brooklyn, N. \ .: Albany, fe 
Washington, D. C.; Philadelphia, Pa.; San Francisco, Calif.; Los Angeles, Calif 

Respectfully, 
AssociaTtep Fur Inpusrriges or Cuicaco, Ine 
PauLt W. Maserus, Executive Secretary. 


True Copy or Lerrer Sent to Dr. L. J. OQ’ Remiy, AMERICAN NATIONAL Fur 
BREEDERS ASSOCIATION, ON THE QUESTION OF OPPOSITION TO FUR LABELING 


\ssociaATeD Fur INpustTrRiges or Cuicaao, INnc., 
Chicago 1, Ill., September 25, 1950 
Dr. L. J. O’ReEmm.y, 
American National F Breeders Association 
Wausau. Wis 

Dear Dr. O’Retuiy: I have your letter of September 7 with enclosure of the 
Washington committee report on the proposed Fur Label Aet. Of course, the 
covering letter and the report unalterably state the opposition of vour organizatior 
and its members to the act: however, I would greatly appreciate an answer to the 
following questions, with as much directness as possible as they wil! be of con- 
siderable help to us in evaluating the act 

1. The number of fur ranchers in your organization? 





2. The number of member fur ranchers against the labeling bil.? 
3. What in your opinion, will improve the quality of ranch-raised furs” 
Thanking you, I am 


Sincerely yours 
ASSOCIATED Fur INpusTRIES OF CuHuicaco, IN 
Pau, W. Maserus. Executive Secretary. 


Truk Copy or Tyre or Lerrer SEnT TO Various Berrer Business BuREAUS 
ON SurRVEY TESTIFIED TO BeErore House INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 
COMMITTEE ON APRIL 18, 195] 


AssociATEeD Fur INpustrigps or Curcaco, INc., 
Chicago 1, Ill., September 15, 1948. 


INDIANAPOLIS BETTER Business BUREAU 
Indianapolis, Ind 

GENTLEMEN: As a trade organization we are making a survey as concerns: 

(1) Complaints of the public as concerns the misnaming of furs. 

(2) Complaints as concerns exaggerated comparative prices in newspaper 
advertising 

We would appreciate your experience relative to (1) and above 

We have discussed this matter with the Chicago Better Business Bureau, whict 


») 
bureau has already cooperated 
Thanking vou, I am, 
Cordially yours, 
AssocraTep Fur INpusTRIES OF CHICcAGo, IN 
PauL W MAJERUS, Exec utive Secretary 


Mr. Magerus. Section 7 of the proposed act provides for a fur 
Products Name Guide of True English names. Yesterday we hac 
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testimony by the Federal Trade Commission to the effect, at least 
the inference was given, the way I understand it, that Coney and 
Lapin were types of wordings that were bad, instances of misnaming 
could be attributed to the use of Coney and Lapin. It so hi appens 
when the Federal Trade Commission adopted these Federal Trade 
Practice Rules for the fur industry on June 17, 1938, the words, 

“Coney” and “Lapin” were allowable terminology 

As a result of that allowable terminology, this fur trade has in- 
vested literally millions of dollars in promoting the terms “Coney’ 
and “Lapin.” We believe we have a proprietary right to continue 
the use of terms such as “Coney” and “Lapin.” 

Mr. Beckworrn. Are you through with your statement? We 
have had a quorum call. 

Mr. Maservus. I am not quite through; no, sir. 

Mr. Beckwortu. How much do you have remaining? 

Mr. Maserus. Perhaps 2 or 3 minutes. I would like the same 
questions to be asked of me, if | may, that were asked the prior 
witness. 

Mr. Beckwortn. Go ahead and finish the 2 or 3 minutes and then 
the Chair has an observation. 

Mr. Maserus. Whenever anyone in the chain of business in the 
fur industry, including the ultimate consumer, purchases a fur gar- 
ment she receives an invoice, which of course, if there has been any 
fraud, she can use in Chicago, for example, to go to one of the hearing 
officers appointed by the states attorney for adjustment. She can 
always use it naturally in a civil case or, if she prefers, she can use it 
in filing a criminal case. 

I would like to introduce in the record at this time, an editorial 
from the Chicago Daily News of September 26, 1949, titled ‘““‘What’s 
ina Fur Name?” ‘This of course presents the layman’s viewpoint 
to the effect that unless the Labeling Act sets up grades as to quality, 
it will promote fraud and deception on the consumer. 

I would like to read it. It is very short. 

A Senate committee now considering House-approved legislation to take some 
of the romance out of fur nomenclature is wrestling with the venerable query: 
Would a cabbage smell sweeter by any other name? 

It is proposed to require fur manufacturers to label their product withthe Eng- 
lish name of the animal that produced the fur, and to say whether it was bleached- 
dyed, whether made of pieces or scraps, new or reused. 


The proposat suggests that the buyer is hoodwinked because she is not informed 
that Hudson seal is plucked and dyed muskrat, that a coney is a rabbit, and 
mouton a sheepskin. But is she? Would the restaurant patron be protected by 
calling the croquettes reused meat scraps, prepared by a cook instead of a chef? 


Would sea squab be any better or cheaper for being sold as blowfish? Would 
you prefer pancreas to sweetbreads? Does a barber give a better haireut than a 
tonsorial artist? Would the mentally ed heal quicker for being called insane? 
Does horsehide wear better than cordevé 


Here is the nub of the whole ies 


The fact seems to be that mink coats command a wide range of prices. But 
all are mink, and it is not proposed to have the labels distinguished between mangy, 
tuberculs r mink, and sleek, athletic mink. 


y Until everybody becomes an expert on fur, the reputation of the dealer will 
continue to be the best protection for the coat buyer, just as it is for everything 


else from diamonds to canned peaches, 
I think that editorial very neatly hits the Labeling Act in its soft, 
susceptible stomach, 
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Mr. Becxwortu. Is there any witness that would prefer to include 
his statement at this point in the record in view of the slowness with 
which we are proceeding? 

If there is, an opportunity will be given not for a statement, but 
to include his statement in the record. 

Mr. Atutgacu. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a suggestion. 
In the light of the suggestion made by the gentleman from New Jersey, 
I believe to Mr. Meadow, who was the first witness among the oppo- 
nents, and in the light of his offer to come down here and see if we could 
not agree upon a measure, it would seem to me that these hearings 
should be recessed long enough to give us an opportunity to meet with 
the committee. 

Mr. Becxworrn. The Chairman is aware of the colloquy that 
transpired but at this point the committee will not stop its hearings 
for what is talked about. Any representation that any person cares 
to make to some member of the committee or members of the com- 
mittee will be satisfactory, as | understand it, but we shall continue 
our hearings. 

Mr. Wotverron. Mr. Chairman, the proposition I made is a very 
simple one. We have had testimony here criticizing the bill. We 
have had statements that it will not accomplish the purpose which we 
seek to accomplish. It led me to make this suggestion: Instead of 
speaking in generalities, reduce your objections to a form of bill that 
you feel will accomplish the objective that this committee is seeking. 

I would like to have it either in the form of a new bill or it can be in 
the form of an amendment to this bill. But as to coming down here 
and sitting with the committee or with any portion of the committee 
and seeking to draft legislation, I do not think anything will be gained 
by that. These people should give us the bill they think would ac- 
complish the objectives we seek. 

Mr. AtuBack. I would like in justification for myself 

Mr. Beckworru. Just a minute. Are you listed as a witness? 

Mr. Auupack. I am listed as the next witness. 

Mr. Beckwortu. | believe if you do not want to extend your re- 
marks at this time, we will hear from you a little later. 

Mr. Autgack. I want to make a suggestion. If it is not acceptable 
T will withdraw it. 

Mr. Becxworrtn. I believe it is the best at this time and in view of 
the brevity of the time. Now there is no other person here who desires 
to include his statement in the record? 

Mr. Maserus. Mr. Chairman, I| forgot to ask that our statement 
be included in the record. 

Mr. Becxwortnu. Without objection, your statement will be in- 
cluded in the record. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Majerus follows: ) 


STATEMENT OF Pau. W. Maservs, THE AssocIATED Fur INDUSTRIES OF 
Cuicaaco, Inec., CuicaGco, IL. 


The proposed bill is designated as a bill to protect consumers and others against 
misbranding, false advertising, and false invoicing of fur products and furs. 


MISBRANDING NOT A PROBLEM 


The sponsors of this proposed bill take the categorical position that furs and 
fur products are being misnamed—that is, they are being named something other 
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than that allowed by Federal Trade Commission Trade Practice Rules for the Fur 
Industry. 

Several vears ago, when fur-labeling legislation was first introduced, this organ- 
ization made a spot survey amongst better-business bureaus, chambers of com- 
merce, and State departments of agriculture as to whether furs were being mis- 
named. The survey showed that furriers are adhering to correct naming prin- 
ciples as per Federal Trade Commission Trade Practice Rules for the Fur Indus- 
try, promulgated June 17, 1938. Rule I (a) and I (b) read as follows: 

‘‘Making, or causing to be made or published, directly or indirectly, through 
advertisement, pictorial representation, invoice, label, tag, or otherwise, any false, 
misleading, or deceptive statement or representation concerning the grade, quality, 
substance, character, material, name, nature, or zoological origin of any furs or 
fur product, or in any other material respect, is an unfair trade practice. 

“It is an unfair trade practice to use, in advertisements or on labels, tags, brands, 
or otherwise, any description, designation, or representation of any fur which 
deceptively conceals the true name or nature of the fur with the tendency and 
capacity or effect of misleading or deceiving purchasers, prospective purchasers, 
or the consuming public.”’ 

The note to rule I reads as follows: 


‘‘Nore.—In order properly to describe a fur, the correct name of the fur must 
be the last word of the description, and if any dye or blend is used simulating 
another fur, the word ‘dyed’ or ‘biended’ must | inserted between the name 


signifying the fur that is simulated and the true name of the fur, as, for example, 
seal-dyed muskrat.’ ”’ 

For the sake of the record, the spot survey referred to above on the misnaming 
of furs, resulted in the receipt of the following letters from the organizations named: 
Better Business Bureau of Detroit, Cleveland Better Business Bureau, Boston 
Better Business Bureau, Better Business Bureau of Omaha, Better Business 
Bureau of Minneapolis, Better Business Bureau of Indianapolis, Department of 
Agriculture, State of Wisconsin, St. Paul Association of Commerce, Better Busi- 
ness Bureau of Tulsa, Better Business Bureau of Baltimore, Better Business 
Bureau of Dallas, Chamber of Commerce of the City of Newark, N. J., Better 
Business Bureau of St. Louis, Better Business Bureau of Chicago, Chicago Better 
Business Bureau re Better Business Bureau of Atlanta, Ga., Better Business 
Bureau of Houston, Better Business Bureau of Pittsburgh. The letters from 
these organizations emphatically show that misnaming is practically nonexistent. 
For example, the Better Business Bureau of Detroit writes as follows: ‘‘There 
have been no complaints from the public on the misnaming of furs. It may 
interest you to know that we keep a close check on newspaper advertising and, as 
a consequence, have very little difficulty here on the misnaming of furs.’”’ The 
Cleveland Better Business Bureau writes as follows: ‘‘In reference to the misnain- 
ing of furs in advertising, be advised that, to the writer’s knowledge, we have had 
no such complaint in a good many years. Local advertisers are meticulous in 
the naming of furs in advertising.”” The above two letters and similar letters 
from various other bureaus and agencies will be submitted to the committee during 
the undersigned’s oral testimony before the committee. 

It can readily be determined that the cities covered by this survey do a sub- 
stantial part of the over-all fur business in this country 

It is admitted that newspaper ads can be produced from certain localities which 
will show violations of existing Federal trade practice rules as concerns the naming 
of furs. However, a close check on these ads will reveal that the number of ads 
and the localities covered are inconsequential in the over-all country-wide picture. 

Let us presume that a furrier in Valley Citv, N. Dak., misnamed a fur article. 
Let us further presume that a fur-labeling act was law What, under the cir- 
curnstances, would the FTC do about the same instance of misnaming? Of course, 
the FTC would write a letter to the furrier calling his attention to the matter. 
The result: Conformity to naming principles. Now, if this alleged misnaming can 
be cleaned up by letter, why burden an industry with an unjustifiable and oppressive 
law? Why not let the FTC write letters to these violators without a fur-labeling 
law, under the authority vested in them by the 1938 Federal trade practice rules 
for the fur industry, and under the Federal Trade Commission Act. The FTC 
would quickly answer that it has no jurisdiction over purely local matters but that 





it will have jurisdiction under the proposed fur-labeling law A number of years 
ago, in Chicago, a certain fur merchant violated FTC rules. He was written to 
by the FTC and has desisted in said violation since. The FTC did not have 
jurisdiction then and it has not now. However, it was effective in its demand in 


ly local matter. It would not be presumptuous, therefore, to state that a 


a pure 
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mere letter from the FTC to those advertisers who misname would have forever 
banned further similar advertising. 

Today, the various trade associations, virile country-wide better business 
bureaus, departments of agriculture, and the various State criminal codes on 
advertising, all have brought pressure on the retailer so that the correct name of 
the fur is in the order of the day. 

Consequently, if we do not have the problem of misnaming, why should we have 
a law to correct something that does not exist? Why operate for cancer when 
there is no cancer? 


LABEL IS UNINFORMATIVE AND MISLEADING 


It is necessary to dispel the illusion cast by the proponents of this legislation 
that the Fur Labeling Act has a likeness or similarity to the Wool Products 
Labeling Act. The Wool Products Labeling Act is a grading act which shows 
percentage composition—so much wool, so much other fiber. The Fur Labeling 


Act, however, in no sense is a grading act. It does not tell grade or quality. Furs 
come in every grade from ‘‘very poor” to “‘superior.”” Every fur skin is different— 
that is nature’s way. A very poor quality muskrat coat with a Government- 


required label on it would tell the consumer the bald statement that it was 
‘“‘muskrat.” That certainly tells the consumer nothing of value as the furrier 
labels his garments today with that information on it. This he does without any 


labeling act. The consumer is interested in the wearing quality of the fur. Furs 
are like diamonds and antiques. The dealer handling them has special knowledge 
of the product. Accordingly, the consumer must relay on the dealer’s skill and 


his reputation for integrity. No label can insure grade or quality in a fur garment— 
and quality is fundamental in the purchase of a fur garment. The consumer is 
totally dependent upon the knowledge and the integrity of the fur dealer in this 
respect. Now, if the label had the quality specified on it, we would be for it 
100 percent. We are afraid that if the labeling act becomes law the unscrupulous 
retailer will play up the Government-required label as assuring quality—dquality 
that he knows does not exist. A few years back when Silverblu mink skins were 
bringing fabulous amounts of money per skin, a number of Silverblue mink died 
on a ranch in northern Illinois out of the prime season. The skins were sold for 
the pittance of $2 each. A Chicago retailer bought the skins and manufactured 
them into garments. He represented them as genuine Silverblu mink garments. 
He was right—they were genuine Silverblu mink, but think of the quality and the 


lack of wearabilitv. Now let us consider what a Government-required label could 
have done for Mr. Retailer under the circumstances. He could have held those 
miserable garments up as assuring quality that was not there. For after all if 


the Government-required label does not give some assurance of quality, why was 
it on the garment? What protection would the word “mink” on that Govern- 
ment-required label have afforded the consumer? None, of course, in a positive 
way. Ina negative way it would not have been merely uninformative, it would 
have been grossly misinformative. We cannot afford to have the unscrupulous 
merchant hide behind the integrity of a Government-required label, nor can we 
afford to have the consumer rely on a label that to her thinking protects her as 
to grade and quality. Surely, it would seem to be an imposition on the intelli- 
gence of the consuming public to expect the Government-required label to only 
represent the bare word ‘‘mink.”’ 


PROPOSED BILL WILL NOT STOP FALSE ADVERTISING 
The proposed bill is cleverly worded to give the impression it will correct false 


advertising. What a blessing that would be, but unfortunately the only advertis- 
ing it can concern itself with is that under this act and that pertains to misnaming, 


which is not a problem. The fur industry has an advertising problem and that 
is the use of exaggerated statements on the part of a limited number of retailers 
as to value claims—not misnaming. Again the bill does nothing to correct our 
greatest single problem confronting the industry. Example: “Save 50 percent.’ 
‘4 $500 coat for $250.’’ These ridiculous ads are the primary reason why legis- 


lators would seek legislation against our industry. Heartbreaking as it may seem, 


this bill cannot correct it 


FUR RANCHER HAS NO STAKE IN THIS LEGISLATION 


The fur farmers well-being is dependent upon the style cycle, economic condi- 
tions and the variety and quality of his product. He has absolutely no stake in 
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this legislation. If anything, the label wil! hurt the fur farmer because it mav be 
used to enhance the quality of low-end mink. 
SENATE REPORT IN ERROR 


The proponents would give the impression that every fur farmer is in favor of 


this law. Along these lines, Senate Report No. 78 (February 5, 1951), aecompany- 
ing S. 508, savs the fur farmers of this country are wholeheartedly in favor of this 
legislation. This point can be contradicted bv a letter from the president of the 
American National Fur Breeders Association, which will be introduced into the 
record during oral testimony before the committee. It is dated October 18, 1950, 


and states that his members are 884 and it is his belief that the identical number 
would cover fur ranchers not in sympathy with the labeling bill. 


ENGLISH NAMES 


Section 7 of the proposed act provides for a fur products name guide of true 
English names. This would apparently eliminate such terms as ‘“‘Coney’’ and 
“Lapin.’’ In their stead we would have the word ‘‘rabbit.’’ These words were 
approved by the Federal Trade Commission in 1938, and have been used ever 
since by the trade. Many thousands of dollars have gone into the advertising of 
said names and it can be said the fur industry has a proprietary interest in these 
names. And, in some instances, it will be misleading to use an English name. 


SUMMARY 


The effect of the proposed legislation will be to set up standards of quality 
of furs and fur products in the mind of the consuming public, whereas this is an 
impossibility. The unethical fur operator will play up the Government-required 
label as the customer’s guaranty of quality, to the disadvantage of the legitimate 
fur retailer who operates on his reputation for dependability and integrity. 

The cost to the industry in complying with the labeling requirements which 
are noninformative, the record keeping, ete., would add to the cost of the fur 
and fur products to the consuming public out of proportion to anv possible benefit 
accruing to said public. After all, the consuming public is interested in fur 
quality, good workmanship, and wearability. This the label does not set forth. 
In fact, the label, if anything, is deceptive and misleading. 

State criminal codes covering advertising and fraud, the various fur trade asso- 
ciations, country-wide better business bureaus, the chambers of commerce, and 
State departments of agriculture all operate to protect the consuming public, 
as does the existing Federal trade regulations and statutes which are adequate 
on the subject of misnaming, advertising, and invoicing. 

The fur farmer’s prices will be depressed by the unethical operator who will 
impute quality to the fur farmer’s low-end fur products. 

Misbranding or false trade names do not exist to any extent as is attested by 
the letters from the various better business bureaus, departments of agriculture, 
ete. Consequently, if misnaming is not a problem the act is superfluous and 
harassing. 

The invoicing of furs which discloses the true names in compliance with existing 
Federal Trade Commission Rules for the Fur Industry, and which is a permanent 
record of the true name to the consumer, affords the final complete protection 
as to any misnaming. 

This industry will gladly meet with the Federal Trade Commission in a trade 
practice conference to modify and amend the existing Trade Practice Rules for 
the Fur Industry as promulgated in 1938. 

For all of the foregoing reasons, respectfully submit the proposed bill not be 
approved by this committee. 

Mr. Maserus. I have one more statement from the Cleveland Fur 
Institute and a resolution from the Central States Furriers Association 
which I should like to be included in the record. 

(The statements referred to follow:) 

BRIEF IN Opposition To H. R. 2321, So-cALLED Fur LABELING AcT, SUBMITTED 
BY CLEVELAND Fur INSTITUTE, CLEVELAND, OHIO 

1. This brief is filed on behalf of the retail furriers and retail manufacturing 

furriers of Greater Cleveland, Ohio, by the Cleveland Fur Institute, an association 








be 


r of 
nv- 
his 
the 
the 
50 
ber 


rue 
ind 
ere 
ver 

of 


PsSe 


ity 


‘ed 
ite 


ich 
fur 
fit 
‘ur 
th. 


nd 
ic, 
ite 
‘ill 
by 
re, 
nd 
ng 
nt 


on 


de 
or 


be 


ir 
nm 


1g 
n 








FUR LABELING 101 


representing approximately 85 percent of the “independent” furriers of Greater 
Cleveland. 

2. This brief is being filed without having had an opportunity to read the exact 
language of H. R. 2321 because copies of H. R. 2321 were not available when we 
requested copies of the proposed legislation; therefore, the brief is based on 8. 508 
with the assumption that H. R. 2321 is basically the same as S. 508, and basically 
the same as the legislation sponsored (and heard) bv the proponents of fur labeling 
in 1948-49 and 1950. ; 

3. This brief does not concern itself with the detailed language of the prorosed 
legislation but rather with basic principles and, therefore, the exact Irnguage is not 
important in our opposition to so-called fur labeling. 

4. The furriers of Greater Cleveland, and we believe the overhwelming me jority 
of honest furriers throughout the country, are united in opposition io the unwar- 
ranted and unnecessary regulation of the business of selling furs provided for in 
the proposed so-called Fur Labeling Act, for the following reasons: 

(a) The proposed leyislation is a fraud and dishonest proposal of legislation when 
it purports to protect the consumer when in fact it is designed to protect our infant 
fur farming industry. 

(b) The legislation, if passed by Congress, will not accomplish its stated purpose. 

(c) If the infant fur farming industry of our good country requires protection, 
legislation should be introduced for that purpose without the incriminating, un- 
fair inference of the proposed bill—that the consumers require protection from the 
big bad wolf, the retail furrier. 

(d) Labeling provided for in H. R. 2321 would not protect the consumer 
because the information required would not disclose quality but rather superficial 
information concerning the country of origin which has no bearing on quality 
and which has no bearing on the value and wearing qualities of the fur. 

(e) The retail fur business does not require special legislation of the kind pro- 
posed in H. R. 2321 any more than the shoe business, the men’s hat business, 
the automobile, or any other. 

(f) There is ample legislation at present locally to take care of fraud and 
misrepresentation, and strengthening the present Federal Trade Commission 
trade practice rules can further help to regulate the interstate commerce of the 
fur industry. 

(g) The Federal Trade Commission lacks manpower and money enough to 
police the provisions of H. R. 2321. 

(h) The estimated appropriation required by the FTC to police H. R. 2321 
of $75,000 recommended a year or two ago in previous hearings would have to 
be doubled under the inflationary conditions that prevail today and are an 
unwarranted expenditure of the taxpayers’ money under present emergency 
conditions. 

(¢) The argument that an appropriation of $150,000 to police H. R. 2321 is 
insignificant if it protects the consumer is a valid argument but must be weighed 
in the balance against the incalculable loss that would accompany publicity 
should the legislation pass, inferring that retail furriers required regulation because 
of the mythical, fraudulent practices inferred in the legislation. The accompany- 
ing publicity would be unfair and seriously damaging to the small furrier, 99%o 
percent of whom are honorable, forthright, and fair in their dealings with the 
publie. 

(j) The retail furrier and retail manufacturing furrier is small business, de- 
cidedly small business, and is now overburdened with record keeping due to the 
20 percent excise tax and has recently been further burdened with price-regulation 
record keeping, and would be further burdened if H. R. 2321 were adopted. 

(k) Legislation similar to H. R. 2321 has been proposed and heard at least three 
times previous to the present introduction of the legislation, and each time it 
has failed of passage and Congress ought spend no further time on this legislation 
with more important matters facing the country. 

(}) H. R. 2321 is, further, an unnecessary reaching out of Federal authority 
over local business. As the recent crime investigation by the Kefauver committee 
indicates, enforcement is necessary at the local level. The laws are now on the 
books to protect the consumer; evidence shows that in many communities and 
specifically in our community furriers use present law to prevent fraudulent 
practices and misrepresentation in advertising. 

(m) Other plans and means of further reducing misrepresentation can be 
effectively utilized and such a plan is herewith proposed. 

5. According to trade journal reports, the Honorable James M. Mead, Chairman 
of the Federal Trade Commission, recently testified before this committee in a 
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closed session in support of the proposed Fur Labeling Act and offered as one of 
his reasons for favoring the legislation to protect our infant fur-farming industry. 

6. If to protect the fur farmers is one of the objectives of the Fur Labeling Act, 
then its sponsors have actually demonstrated stronger than any words could 
indicate how futile and ineffective labeling can be. 

7. The Fur Labeling Act does not declare protection of fur farmers as an ob- 
jective of the act. The label (title) of the proposed act indicates that it is a bill 
to protect consumers, retailers, distributors, etc., but nowhere in the title (label) 
of the bill or in the content of the bill does it refer to protecting fur farmers. 

8. The subterfuge of protecting fur farmers by indicating that furriers are 
guilty of “‘deceptive’’ and ‘‘misleading’’ practices is in itself more deceptive and 
misleading than any practices of furriers. 

9. If the fur farmers of this country need protection from competition of 
foreign furs, then the fact should be so stated and the public should be informed 
and legislation should be proposed to give them protection—but not under the 
guise of a Fur Labeling Act. 

10. In our humble opinion, it is time to clear the air and set forth the real 
objectives of the proposed legislation. 

11. For the last 4 years the so-called Fur Labeling Act has had as its chief 
proponent fur-farming organizations represented by Mr. Joseph H. Francis. 
When all the excessive verbage and heart-rending sympathy for Mrs. Consumer 
have been stripped from Mr. Francis’ past testimony, his support of the pro- 
posed legislation can be summed up in his contention that there is confusion 
concerning the names of furs due to “the large increase of imported fur from all 
parts of the world is adding to the confusion and difficulty of identifying fur 
articles as to type and kind.” 

12. We submit that the consumers of fur garments are less confused than the 
sponsors of the Fur Labeling Act and that only on very rare occasions is the 
consumer deceived into thinking they have purchased one kind of fur when in 
fact they have purchased another. 

13. As we view this legislation, it is intended to protect the breeders of mink 
and fox from competition of lower-priced processed furs and from imported furs, 
and we again say that, if the breeders of fur-bearing animals need and deserve 
protection from imported furs, they should have that protection, but not at the 
expense of the retail furrier. 

14. According to the largest and most current Webster Dictionary in the Cleve- 
land Public Library, there is some question as to whether the so-called fur farmers 


are in fact farmers. They have nothing to do with agriculture nor with the raising 
of livestock, which means domesticated animals. ‘Their relationship to the farm 
is that of a consumer of some farm products as feed for the animals they breed and 


raise, and in that sense are no more farmers than any consumer of farm products. 

15. It would seem to us that they are businessmen just the same as retail fur- 
riers and that legislation that would protect our infant fur-farming industry is 
class legislation protecting fur breeders at the expense of retail furriers, and that 
this type of legislation should be considered in view of these facts and in considera- 
tion of the fact that we believe in free enterprise for business with its accompany- 
ing fair competition. 

16. The retail furriers of Greater Cleveland are not opposed to labeling as such. 
As a matter of fact, furriers invariably label their gariments with their own name, 
thus staking their very reputations on the sale of each garment. 

17. The proposed labeling act would not accomplish the stated purpose of the 
act. Labeling such as is provided for in the Fur Labeling Act will not indicate 
the quality of the fur in a particular garment; it will simply identify the fur by 
name and country of origin. This is in striking contrast to the Wool Labeling Act 
after which the Fur Labeling Act is supposed to be patterned. 

18. When a suit of clothes or a wool garment of any kind is labeled, the pur- 
chaser knows whether it is made of virgin wool or reclaimed wool, etc., thus estab- 
lishing the quality of the wool used. 

19. If a mink coat is labeled “ranch mink’”’ or “wild mink” or if a fur coat is 
labeled ‘“‘northern muskrat’’ the customer has no means of knowing whether the 
quality of the mink skins or the muskrat skins are good quality or poor quality— 
and it is an acknowledged fact that every kind and type of fur may be of good qual- 
ity, poor quality, or anywhere in between. 

20. For instance, this office had a complaint brought to it because a mink 
coat did not wear well. If that coat had been labeled according to the Fur 
Labeling Act, it would have conformed with the proposed law had the label 
simply indicated that the garment was made of wild American mink, but the 
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skins in this particular garment must have come from wild American mink that 
died on their feet and consequently were of decidedly poor quality and of course 
did not wear well. 

21. the labeling act would not have protected this consumer, but in fact would 
have permitted the type of furrier who sold the garment. to point to a Government- 
sponsored label as proof of what he was selling. The labeling of this garment 
would have aided the chiseling type of furrier, and there are no more chiseling- 
type furriers than there are chiseling automobile dealers, wool-clothing manu- 
facturers, or producers of any other kind of commodity. 

22. The only way the public could be protected would be to have every skin 
that goes into every garment graded by a Government agency such as meat is 
graded and, I am sure vou will agree, this is out of the question from a practical 
standpoint. 

23. And even where Government grading now exists in the Alaska seal industry 
(a Government monopoly) the proposed labeling act would not protect the con- 
sumer because the label would simply identify the fur as Alaska seal and the 
consumer would depend on the honesty and integrity of the retailer to advise 
concerning the quality of the particular sealskins used in a particular garment 

24. The retail furriers of Greater Cleveland, and we can safely say that the 
overwhelming percentage of retail furriers throughout the country, would have 
no objection to labeling a garment if it were made of used fur instead of new fur 
In fact, the city of Cleveland has an ordinance that requires any used commodity 
to be so labeled, and if we should find a furrier who sold a used garment and 


represented it as anew garment we don’t have to bother the Federal Trade Com- 
mission in Washington, we need only take the complaint to the prosecutor’s 
office under the city ordinance or the Ohio State law governing misrepresentation, 
false advertising, fraud, or the like 

25. Retail furriers of Greater Cleveland very strongly resent the implications 


in the proposed Fur Labeling Act that the consumer requires protection from the 
furrier. Of course there are chiselers in the fur business but proportionately no 
more than in the automobile business, the shoe business, or any other business. 
There is ample legislation at present in every State and every community to take 
care of fraud and misrepresentation, and strengthening the present Federal Trade 
Comumnission trade practice rules for the fur industry can further help to regulate 
the interstate commerce of the fur industry We strongly resent being singled 
out for the type of Government. re tion of business proposed in H. R. 2321 
unless Congress is willing to extend labeling to shoes, men’s hais, automobiles 
and other commodities in more general use than fur garments. Just walk down 
the street and stop a few consumers and determine whether there have been 
greater losses through the purchase of shoes, hats, and automobiles or furs. 

26. The writer of this brief has filed a complaint with the Federal Trade Com- 
mission against our great automobile industry, and a label on my car stating the 
kind of steel, the formula of the metal in the pistons, the country of origin of the 
rubber in the tires and the like, wouldn’t solve the problem any more than a label 
attached to furs. The moral tone of the community, not law alone, determines 


integrity that prevails. This has been so well demonstrated 
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27. The good gentlemen of this committee we are sure will agree that a law 
not properly enforced is worse than no law and only breeds contempt for law in 
general In our humble opinion the Federal Trade Commission lacks the man- 
power and money to properly police the provisions of H. R. 2321. 

28. It is contended according to a previous report on the Fur Labeling Act 
that the act will aid in putting to an end ‘“‘the practice of representing that the fur 
originated in a particular country when such is not true,” and ‘will close the door 
to the possibility of the furs of one country being passed off for those of another.’ 

20. In order to determine how serious the practice of represertting the fur of 
one country as being that of another, we asked the Federal Trade Commission 
to advise how manv complaints from consumers had been received where a par- 
ticular fur was passed off for another fur, or where the country of origin was 
misrepresented. The Federal Trade Commission advised that their records do 
not reveal the number of complaints of consumers as against members of the fur 
industry and that they lacked sufficient personnel due to defense work presently 
engaged in by the Commission to determine for us whether complaints came to 
the Commission from consumers or members of the fur industry 

30. The Commission did advise that a high percentage of the complaints 





involving false or deceptive advertising of furs to consumers are of a similar type 
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to the one made by organizations such as the Cleveland Fur Institute, who have on 
occasion utilized the present trade praetice rules of the FTC. 

31. Obviously, complaints by the industry such as the one referred to does 
not require the labeling act, and complaints by the consumer can be taken care 
of locally under State laws and city ordinances governing false advertising, mis- 
representation, fraud, and the like. 

32. The fact that the Federal Trade Commission lacks the manpower to classify 
complaints is certainly indicative of the fact that they lack the manpower at 
present to police the provisions of H. R. 2321. 

33. Several vears ago it was estimated that an appropriation of $75,000 would 
be required for the Federal Trade Commission to police fur labeling. That 
figure would conservatively have to be doubled to $150,000 under today’s infla- 
tionary conditions and manpower shortage, and while $150,000 is insignificant if 
it protects the consumer, it must be weighed in the balance against the incalculable 
loss that would accompany publicity should this legislation pass, inferring that 
retail furriers require regulation because of the mythical fraudulent practices 
inferred in the legislation. The accompanying publicity would not only be 
unfair but would be seriously damaging to the.small furrier, 99%» percent of whom 
are honorable, forthright, and fair in their dealings with the public. 

34. The retail furrier and retail manufacturing furrier is decidedly small 
business and is now burdened with record keeping required by the 20 percent 
excise tax and the recently established record keeping under price regulation. 
H. R. 2321 would add additional record keeping burdens, and please bear in 
mind that these record-keeping provisions are in addition to all the necessary 
record keeping of other businesses. With today’s manpower shortage and 
emergency conditions, it seems unfair and unnecessary to further burden furriers 
with the provisions of H. R. 2321. 

35. For the last 4 years this committee and Congress have been asked to 
consider fur-labeling legislation. Each time it has failed of passage, and accord- 
ingly, in our humble opinion and because the legislation will fail of either its 
declared or inferred purposes, Congress ought to spend no further time on fur 
labeling in the face of the really serious problems confronting our country today. 

36. Our opposition to the so-called Fur Labeling Act is based fundamentally 
on the fact that this type of legislation is, further, an unnecessary reaching out 
of Federal authority over local business. As the recent crime investigation by 
the Kefauver committee indicates, enforcement is necessary at the local level. 
The laws are now on the books to protect the consumer; evidence shows that in 
many communities and specifically in our community furriers use present law 
to prevent fraudulent practices and misrepresentation in advertising. 

37. To simply criticize legislation or any plan or program without having a 
constructive suggestion to offer in its place—to only criticize and oppose—is to 
be obstructionist. Therefore, we submit the following proposal: that the present 
FTC fair-trade-practice rules for the fur industry be revised through conference 
of the industry with the Federal Trade Commission in order to further clarify 
the proper naming of furs. And, further, to reduce to the very minimum any 
chance of misrepresentation in selling furs to the consumer that the manufacturer 
and/or wholesaler be required to include in his invoicing of fur garments to the 
retailer the correct description and name of the fur in every garment sold in 
interstate commerce with the understanding and agreement that the retailer 
may not offer the merchandise either through advertising or any other means 
under any name or description other than that set forth in the manufacturer’s 
and or wholesaler’s invoice, and that the retailer be required to save such 
invoices for a reasonable number of years to be determined through conference 
of the industry with the Federal Trade Commission. 


CENTRAL STATES FURRIERS ASSOCIATION 


To: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Whereas the Central States Furriers Association, meeting in annual convention 
at Des Moines, Iowa, March 4, 5, and 6, agree with the stated purpose of proposed 
legislation known as the Fur Products Labeling Act; and 

Whereas the Central States Furriers Association does not agree that this pro- 
posed legislation as drafted would accomplish its purpose to protect consumers and 
others but would prove a decided detriment to those it is intended to protect and 
benefit; and 





on 


Des 
are 
\is- 


ify 


ild 
lat 
Ha- 


ble 
iat 
CCS 

be 
om 


all 
ent 
On. 

in 


nd 
ers 


rd- 
its 
fur 
Ly. 
lly 
ut 
by 
rel. 
in 
aw 


ion 
sed 


ro- 
nd 
nd 








FUR LABELING 105 


Whereas a Government-required label would indicate only kind of fur, a pros- 
pective purchaser of a fur garment would be given a sense of false security because 
of said label, for such a label gives no indication of the quality of the fur or the 
skill of craftsmanship: 

Example: Louisiana mink (wild caught), coat from such, fair and legitimate 
retail price, Federal excise tax included, $2,950. Coat made from Maine mink 
(wild caught), fair and legitimate retail price, Federal excise tax included, $6,500. 


Both would contain the same Government-required label. ‘‘U. S. mink” or name 
to be later set forth in the Fur Products Name Guide: 
and 


Whereas the use of a manufacturer’s or wholesaler’s label would reveal the 
retailer’s source of supply to both competitors and customers and would encourage 
“wholesale retailing’? with resulting loss of revenue to the Government through 
excise tax evasion; and 

Whereas the creation of a Fur Name Guide would be required within 6 months of 
the date of enactment, and we question the propriety of legislation based on sub- 
sequent creation of language and phrases to be applied under the act, regardless of 
wavs, means, and agencies used to create such a Fur Products Name Guide; and 

Whereas this proposed legislation would tend to produce consumer deception, 
consumer confusion, malpractice on the part of certain segments of the industry 
so inclined, and injurv to legitimate manufacturers, wholesalers, and retailers: and 

W hereas proposed country of origin would be deterimental to American trappers, 
fur farmers, and ranchers 


Example: (1) U. 8. mink, Canadian mink; (2) U. S. muskrat, Canadian 
muskrat; 
and 
Whereas the propos d legislation is essentially a kind labeling act, not a grade 
act, hence not comparable to Wool Labeling Act or Pure Food and Drug Act; and 
W hereas the proposed legislation atte mpts to legislate honesty, which attempts 
have historically failed: Therefore be it 
Resolved, First, that invoicing provisions of the proposed Fur Labeling Act will 


be helpful and should be enacted into law 

Second, that the balance of the proposed Fur Labeling Act be defeated as im- 
practical of application and administration, superfluous and unnecessary legisla- 
tion, added cost to Government, and failing to accomplish the stated purpose of 
protecting the consumer, scrupulous merchant, and fur farmer. 

CENTRAL STATES FuRRIERS ASSOCIATION, 
\. D. THompson, 
Chairman, Resolution Committee. 

Mr. Beckwortn. The Chair wants to make the statement that, 
since no questioning has taken place of you, we will expect you back 
when the committee meets tomorrow at 10 o’clock so that you may 
answer questions. 

Mr. Heuxuer. I have one short statement. 

Mr. Majerus, | want to commend you for bringing to our attention 
the results of your survey with the Better Business Bureaus through- 
out the country. I would like to ask, for the record, whether you 
wrote to all the bureaus throughout the entire country? 

Mr. Maserus. No, sir: I did not touch New York and that area 
at all for the simple reason that we have gentlemen here from New 
York who will testify in their own behalf. 

Mr. Heuer. Are there any other letters in your files which have 
not been given to the committee? 

Mr. Maservus. No, sir; those include all of them. You will notice 
one from Newark which is absolutely negative. 

Mr. Hetuer. To how many bureaus did vou write? 

Mr. Magservs. I do not recall right offhand. It was in 1948, 2 
years ago. 
~ Mr. Hetier. Will you check how many bureaus you wrote to, 
Mr. Majerus? As I understand it, for the record so it may be correct, 
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these letters which you have offered in evidence are the only replies 
which you have received? Is that correct? 

Mr. Maserus. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Becxwortu. The committee will now recess until 10 o’clock 
tomorrow morning. 

(Thereupon, at 12:20 p. m., a recess was taken to reconvene at 
10 a. m., Thursday, April 19, 1951.) 
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THURSDAY, APRIL 19, 1951 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND ForeIGN COMMERCE, 
Washington, D.C. 
The committee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to adjournment, in 
room 1334, House Office Building, Hon. Robert Crosser (chairman), 
presiding. 
The Cuarrman. The committee will please be in order. 


The first witness is Mr. Maxwell M. Alback. 


STATEMENT OF MANFRED H. BENEDEK, REPRESENTING ASSO- 
CIATED FUR MANUFACTURERS, INC., NEW YORK, N. Y. 


Mr. Benepex. Mr. Chairman, my name is Manfred H. Benedek. 
1 am addressing the committee in behalf of Mr. Alback. Mr. Alback 
had another engagement for this morning. He had expected to 
complete his testimony before this. He found that he was unable to 
attend this morning and he asked me to extend his apologies to the 
committee. 

The CHairmMan. Very well. 

The next witness is Mr. Stein. 

Mr. Benepek. Mr. Chairman, on behalf of Mr. Stein, if you please, 
gentlemen of the committee, he received a call when we left here 
vesterday afternoon which made it imperative for him to return to 
New York City at oncé and he has been unable to be here this morning. 
He asked me to extend his apologies to the committee and to request 
that his memorandum, which is on file, be placed in the record. 

The CuarrmMan. Very well, it is so ordered. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


Memoranpum Susmirrep BY Fur Dressers anp Fur Dyers Association, 
Inc.; F. D. Service Co., Inc.; aNp THE FuR Processinec INpUsTRY 


This is a brief submitted in behalf of the Fur Dressers and Fur Dyers Associa- 
tion, Inc. and of the Fur Processing Industry, comprising approximately 65 firms, 
in opposition to H. R. 2321, Eighty-second Congress, first session. 

We respectfully refer this honorable committee to the record of hearings held 
before this committee of both the Eightieth and Eighty-first Congresses in con- 
nection with the fur labeling bills previously introduced. We respectfully beg 
leave to incorporate by reference into the record the testimony given by the 
opponents of these respective bills at the said hearings with the same force and 
effect, as if the same testimony were given at length before this honorable come- 
mittee, and we beg further leave to incorporate by reference herein the written 
objections as set forth in the briefs submitted to this committee of the Eightieth 
and Eighty-first Congresses, and the briefs submitted to the Senate of both the 
Fightieth and the Eighty-first Congresses. 

Point I. The bill, insofar as it applies to processors and dyers, is useless, un- 
impossible to administer, and conducive to fraud and deceit. 
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This bill, far from eliminating the problems sought to be remedied, will create 
confusion and will intensify and increase the possibilities of unscrupulous adver- 
tising, fraud, and deceit 

As processors, we do not buy or sell furs, fur skins, or fur products. We dress 
and dve skins to the order of the owners, usually the manufacturers. We sell a 
service only. We receive the raw skins from the manufacturer or from the dealer, 
dress and preserve them and bleach or color them in accordance with the direc- 
tions and instructions of the owner. Pursuant to this bill, the owner of the skins 
(the manufacturer or dealer) must warrant to us, by invoice, the kind, nature, 
and description of the furs. We don’t need and don’t want the warranty We 
know what kind of skins they are and the only concern we have with them is 
whether or not they will take the dve 
with quality, origin, or history of the furs or fur products Pursuant to this bill, 
on the other hand, we would be compelled to warrant to the owners, not only 
that we have performed our services in a workmanlike manner (the only obliga- 
tion that we have to anvone) but we must warrant to him the nature and kind of 





ym then on, we are no longer concerned 


skin that he, the owner, gave us, This situation appears ludicrous on its face, 
since we cannot give the owner back any fur skins or fur products other than his 
own. Clearly, we could not warrant them to be anything different from what he 
warrants them to us. Nor could we be held liable under t! or any other bill 


for anv warranty that we make to the owner in connection with the skins, because 
the skins were not ours at any time and were the property of the owner all of the 
time Since we do not change the nature of the goods themselves but only their 
color, it is impossible to conceive the legal effect of a warranty by the bailee to 
the bailor bevond the warranty that the work has been done in a workmanlike 
manner and that the goods are the same as had been turned over to the bailee 
The absurdity of requiring the bailee contractor to invoice and warrant the 
nature and type of the furs or fur products used can best be illustrated by the 
following example: A contractor engaged for the purpose of making buttonholes 
or sewing buttons on a garment would, under this bill, be required ive a 
warranty from the owner of the merchandise, and on the return of the goods he 





tO recelve 


would be compelled to give a warranty in accordance with the act. The same 
would hold true of those -Ontractors who put linings in garments In such in- 
stances, neither have anything to do with the furs or fur products themselves, vet, 
as bailees, thev are required to receive and give warranties under civil or criminal 


liabilitv. The same would hold true of those processors who shear the hair of the 
fur or fur product without in any way changing its color or general appearance. 
They, likewise, have nothing to do with the kind, nature, or quality of the fur 
article, but are compelled to give warranties under civil and criminal penalties 

The purpose of the bill apparently is aimed at a possible misdescription of fur 
garments by reason of nomenclature in connection with description of coloring 
matter or description of appearance of the fur products 

We feel that labeling is unnecessary for the purpose of avoiding misdescription 
or unscrupulous dealings on the part of the few who are out to cheat. 

The purpose and object of fur dveing and processing is to make a cheaper, less 
desirable fur more durable and to improve its appearance so that the product itself 
will be readily salable at a lower price to a wider group of consumers who could 





not otherwise afford to purchase a more expensive, luxurious garment. Thus, for 
example, mink has been for many vears a very luxurious and desirable fur from 
the stvle and market viewpoint. Women love it and aspire to own a garment 


made of mink, or of seal, or nutria, or beaver. Since those are the products most 
in demand and since they are the most luxurious and among the highest priced 
garments, we in the fur processing industry felt that average Miss or Mrs. America 
was entitled and had a right to the same feeling of desirability and luxuriousness in 
her outer garment as her wealthier sister. We felt that if we could simulate these 
eolors or markings on cheaper furs, not only would we create a better market for 
the cheaper fur, but we would perform a definite service to style conscious and 
luxury hungry Miss and Mrs. America, by enabling them to own a luxurious 
looking garment at the price of the cheaper skin. It was not any intention to 
defraud or cheat, or make anyone believe that they were buying something other 
than the cheaper garment that led us to the great development of the fur dressing 
and dyeing industry, but rather the desire to improve the condition of the Amer- 
ican woman, by enabling her to dress well at a minimum price. It is the same 
desire that we find on the part of the automobile manufacturers who try to design 
even the cheapest cars in the same tradition and the same performance as the 
better cars, so that the average American can enjoy his automobile and be as proud 
of it as the wealthier American can enjoy or be proud of his Cadillac or Lincoln, 
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Now, when the furrier in describing the muskrat, or the rabbit, or the raccoon, 
describes its appearance as mink blended, there is nothing wrong with that. The 
customer, in every instance, knows from the nomenelature used (such as mink- 
dved muskrat, mink-dved raccoon, beaver-dved raccoon, etc.), that she is getting 
muskrat, rabbit or raccoon dyed to the shade of the more expensive fur. We know 
of no case, nor was any case cited here, where a muskrat was sold as a mink ora 
raccoon, or a mouton lamb was sold as a beaver Rather, it appears that the 
greatest quarrel with even the unsert 
puffing. Neither this bil] nor anv othe 
nor can it eliminate, that practice. 

Fur skins or pelts of which garments are manufactured are each individual to 
themselves. Unlike woolens, or acetates, or nylons, or rayons, there is nothing 
uniform about fur skins. In mink, for example. there are skins that sell from $1 
to as high as $110. The only distinction between the cheapest and the best is 
quality and appcarance. Thus, under this bill, an unscrupulous merchant could 
use the tag, the label, or invoice which legitimately and properly labels the fur 
as mink to fool or cheat the customer by selling her a garment made of 85 or $8 
skins at the same price as an honest furrier would sell her a garment made of 
skins which are considerabiv more expensive and finer in quality. He would be 
telling the truth and would now be given the added respectability and weight of 
a Government-imposed label with which he could make the woman believe that 
the inferior garment is equal to the better garment in quality, since both gar- 
ments bear the identical label and since both furs are invoiced in the identical 
manner. ‘The same is true in rabbits, muskrats, mouton lambs, beavers, and 
Persian lambs. A label or an invoice in the proper case, in accordance with this 
bill, would give no indication of quality or wearabilitv (it is assumed that the 
woman customer can judge appearance for herself). Since the labels on all pelts 
of the same class of animals would al! be identical, the customer could be hood- 
winked into relying on the label rather than the standing and reputation of her 
furrier in making her purchase, and in that manner there would be an increasing 
number of complaints of quality misrepresentations which, in the long run, would 
prove more costly and more serious than the instances of unscrupulous advertising 
offered here in evidence. 


uious advertiser is one of qualitv or price 


Bi 
1 
! 
r bill that has been introduced has aimed at, 


Unserupulous and dishonest adver g is deplorable, whether in the fur 
industry or any other indust: We opp dishonesty and unscrupulousne 
wherever it may be found The q ion of the legitimacy of advertising and 
where puffing ends and fraud begins hes been long studied by the better business 
bureaus in the various eities and States, by the law enforcement agencies, mi 
cipai, State and Feder snd by the eourt it would seem that the greatest 
evil is found in those instances of value advertising, rather than in possible mi 
description of the articles offered for sal That the bill is not aimed at that 
practice is self-evident from its fae Thet no bill can eliminate that type of 
practice is equally self-evident That unlike the case of woolen goods, cottons 
and beddings, we do not here Ceal with a standardized, uniform product is also 
self-evident Thus, the Wool! Labeling Act is workable because virgin woo! is 
virgin woo! for all purposes Wor f 2 special tvpe is uniform no matter how 
many animals are sheared. Cottons, similarly, are uniform But in a bail of 


100 fur skins from the same type of animal there are 100 different skins, no two 
alike, although many may be similar or matchable 

Point II. The limitations as to advertising, presentation and pt bliec relations 
as provided in section 5 of the act are unfair, arbitrary, discriminatory, and co 
fiscatory to the fur dyeing and processit 


r industry 
Section 5 makes it unlawful to use the F 


ame of a skin or animal as a descriptive 
adjective, descriptive of any other skin, fur or fur product unless such designation 
uses the words ‘‘Processed to simulate 

Upon closer examination, it becomes evident that the proponents of this bill 
seek to saddle the processing industry with specific language which will tend to 


~ io 


ridicule their products in the public eve Not onlv do we restrict ourselves in 
advertising or use of descriptive language, but we would be compelled to use 


specific language with none of the softness or beauty that could tr thfully and 
properly be used to describe the same product 
In fur processing, we do not imitate. We simulate the color but not the skin of 





one ty pe of fur nh the processing of al otl er T) us, w! en racoon 18 proce ssed to 
simulate the coloring of beaver, the racoon is still racoon. It is not an imitation 
beaver, and it is alwavs sold as racoon. Or, when a muskrat is dved and blended 


+ + ] 


to the popular mink shades, the muskrat remains a muskrat and is not processed 
to imitate mink. Thus, the industry’s use of words such as ‘‘mink shade” o1 
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“beaver shade”’ or ‘‘mink color” or “‘beaver color’ or ‘‘dyed to mink shade”’ are 
f2r more truthful, accurate descriptions than a mere statement that the muskrat 
jracoon have been processed to simulate any other skin or fur. 

The use of specific language can fit neither the needs of the consumer nor indus- 
try. It is stifling to industry, and uninformative and inaccurate from the con- 
sumer viewpoint. 

Furthermore, it is most unusual, to say the least, for a statute of this type to 
prescribe specific language to be used in describing a product. Are we such 
thieves and blackguards as to require such minute, specific policing? Are the 
Federal and local courts incompetent to determine when advertising is false and 
misleading and when it is not? Do we require that Congress become our adver- 
tising copy writers by means of this legislation? We believe that an admonition 
against improper, false, and misleading advertising would be a far more honest, 
simple, and sincere approach to the problem than the language of the act. 

Point III. The legislation is unnecessary. 

We respectfully call the attention of this committee to the testimony given 
before this committee of the Kightieth Congress, and the testimony before the 
House Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Mr. Majerus, representing the Chicago associations had a most interesting ex- 
hibit, which was introduced into evidence. Mr. Majerus there proved that not 
a single better-business bureau or chamber of commerce bad any complaints of 
misnomer against any furrier. Despite the unceasing efforts of these agencies 
and of the proponents of this bill as well as the Federal Trade Commission, the 
only complaints that could be found involved value or quality advertising, rather 
than misnomer. Such abuses are not reached and will not be prevented or stopped 
by this legislation. No need for this legislation has been indicated by any evi- 
dence submitted thus far. 

Every State and municipality has its civil sales acts and its criminal frauds 
act. We do not believe that anyone would urge that a consumer or purchaser 
who is sold a mink coat and is given a muskrat coat would not be amply and 
adequately protected by local law, both civil and criminal. That local law, we 
contend, is far more effective as an instrumentality for consumer protection than 
is this bill. 

Under this bill, complaint would first have to be made to the Federal Trade 
Commission. Thereafter, investigations would be instituted, cease-and-desist 
orders issued, and then the matter would wind up in the Federal courts. Under 
local law, if a woman is cheated, she goes to the nearest police magistrate, district 
attorney or sheriff, and within a matter of hours or a few days, proper, adequate 


prosecutions have begun. At this level, law enforcement is easiest and cheapest 
No new policemen or prosecutors have to be hired. No new agencies need be set 
up. The malefactor fears local law as well as Federal. This legislation will 


duplicate the work of local law enforcement agencies, and in many cases would 
make enforcement more difficult and cumbersome. 

Thus, a useless encroachment is made upon the sovereignty of the States, 
controls are enacted inferior to existing local law, and the consumer is given no 
additional protection. 

The only results of this legislation will be increase of power of the Federal 
Trade Commission, increase of the budget and cost of Government and magnifica- 
tion of Federal control in an unnecessary manner, all to the detriment of industry 


and the public. 
CONCLUSION 


A fur garment’s value to the consumer is dependent upon its looks, its quality, 
its wearability, its style, its fit, and its relative price. No label can standardize 
these qualities as in the case of silk, wool, cotton, rayon, or fabric. It is as indi- 
vidual as are the skins and animals from which it is manufactured. Labeling 
would tend to standardize, thus giving the unscrupulous the cloak of a label in 
lieu of a specific representation. 

The legislation would bring the police of the Federal Trade Commission down 
to the doorstep of the smallest local merchant and would deprive the local State 
and municipal governments of jurisdiction that they have so zealously guarded 
since our independence. It would burden and encumber commerce with useless 
and unnecessary impediments and would harm those whom the bill seeks to 


protect, 
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Point IV. For all of the foregoing reasons the bill should be reported unfavorably 
by this committee. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Fur Dressers AND Fur Dyers Association, INc., 
Luoyp Grarr, Executive Director, 
Josepu L. Srein, Counsel. 

The CHatrMan. Now Mr. Benedek, vou are the next witness. 

Mr. Benepek. I understood when we adjourned yesterday and 
Mr. Majerus was on the stand, you intimated you might want to 
recall him this morning for further questions. 

The Curairman. That is right. Mr. O’Hara who wanted to ask 
him some additional questions is not present now, so you may proceed. 

Mr. Benepex. My name is Manfred H. Benedek; my address is 
101 West Thirtieth Street, New York City. 

I am general counsel for the Associated Fur Manufacturers, Inc., 
of New York City, of the same address. 

Mr. Chairman, I have prepared a written memorandum which I 
would like to place upon the record. I prefer not to read that memo- 
randum into the record, but by your leave, sir, I should like to direct 
a few extemporaneous comments toward some of the things I have 
heard here during the course of the week. I have attended the 
hearings before this committee since Tuesday, and I have heard the 
statements in support of and in opposition to the proposed measure, 
and I should like to address myself to some of that testimony and some 
of the points that were made. 

The CHAIRMAN. Very well. 

(The statement of Mr. Benedek is as follows: ) 


MEMORANDUM SUBMITTED BY THE ASSOCIATED FuR MANUFACTURERS, INc. 
STATEMENT OF FACTS 


The Associated Fur Manufacturers, Inc., is a membership corporation, incorpor- 
ated under the laws of the State of New York, whose membership consists of more 
than 700 individuals, firms, and corporations engaged in the manufacturing of 
women’s fur wearing apparel, constituting the bulk of the fur manufacturing 
industry in the United States, and between them producing about 90 percent of all 
the women’s fur garments manufactured and sold in the United States. 

As such manufacturers of women’s fur wearing apparel, they will be most directly 
affected by the provisions of the proposed Fur Products Labeling Act, H. R. 2321 
and submit this memorandum in opposition thereto. 

Before setting forth our objections to the proposed legislation, I want to digress 
for a moment in order to clarify my reasons for being here, and perhaps to antici- 
pate a question which may arise in the minds of the members of the committee 
and which has been put to me by the members of other congressional committees 
which have considered similar legislation. 

Il want to make it perfectly clear that I am not testifying here to preserve to 
the unscrupulous fur dealer the privilege of misrepresenting bis product to the 
consumer. I represent the interests of the manufacturers of most of the fur 
garments that are worn in the United States, as I have just stated. We are fully 
convinced of the importance of truth and candor and honesty in the sale of fur 
apparel to the consumers of our product. Our industry and our own hopes for 
survival in that industry depend upon the good will which fair dealing builds up 
in the mind of the consumer, and we know that, next to the consumer, himself, we, 
the manufacturers, suffer most from the untruthful advertising and misleading 
practices of those unscrupulous retailers who build up a prejudice against our 
industry and our product in the minds of the consumers. 

Why, then, I have been asked by other committee members, do I come down 
here and oppose a measure which is aimed at the abolition of these very practices 
which I condemn, and why do I withhold my support from the proposed legislation. 

My answer is very simple. If I believed that this bill would accomplish its 
avowed purpose, I would be for it, body and soul. My conviction is the other way. 
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As will appear a little further down in my memorandum, I am persuaded that this 
measure will not only fail to accomplish the desired result, but will actually put 
into the hands of the unscrupulous retailer a means of extending his depredations 
with apparent Government approval, thereby adding to the prejudice of the 
consumer and of ourselves. 

The bill proposes among other things: 

“That every manufacturer of articles made of fur, shail affix a label to each 
such article made by him so as to disclose, his name or identification, the true 
English name of the animal which produced the fur of which the article is made, 
and the fact that it is bleached, dved, made of pieces or scraps and contains reused 
fur, if anv of these is the fact.’’ 


Other witnesses have urged or will urge their several objections to the proposed 
measure from the standpoint of its impact on the various branches of the indus- 
trv for which they speak. For our part we propose to confine ourselves to those 


aspects of the bill which are peculiarly applicable to the fur manufacturer 

It is proposed to show that the provisions of the bill are impracticable, unreason- 
able, unduly burdensome, impossible of compliance and enforcement, and that it 
fails entirely to afford any means of accomplishing its alleged purpose 

Point 1. Existing statutes and the regulations of the Fair Trade Commission 
afford adequate protection against misnaming of furs 

It is significant that the records of the Fair Trade Commission disclose very 
few cases of complaints arising out of the misnaming of furs The rules of the 

t 


he animal, regardless of 


Commission require the disclosure of the true name of 

the accepted trade name of the processed fur to be disclosed on invoices and 
labels and all advertising. Where apparent violations of these provisions have 
been called to the attention of the alleged violators, they have almost invariably 
been quick to acknowledge the infraction and to stipulate against future violation. 

If, however, a violator should prove willful or recalcitrant in his refusal to com- 
ply; the means at the disposal of the Commission are adequate for it to enforce 
compliance, without burdening an entire industry with such an unconscionable 
burden. 

Point II. The bill does not protect those named in its statement of purpose 
from the several evils referred to therein. 

According to the statement of the object of the bill, it is intended to protect 
consumers and others against misbranding, false advertising, and false invoicing 
of fur products and furs. 

It is not quite clear as to who are intended to be included in the benefits of the 
bill by the use of the word ‘‘others’’ but it must be conceded at the outset that ex 
cept for consumers, none of those who buvy or sell furs and fur articles re quire the 


protection, if we concede for the moment that it affords any protection, of the 


proposed label All, excepting alwavs the consumer, of course, are persons whose 
business it is to buy and sell fur skins and produce and sell fur articles. Certainly 
they are all familiar with the commodity in which they trade and for them the 


proposed label is superfluous, 

However, even if only the consumer were afforded a means of protection against 
a hazard against which he is not otherwise adequately protected, there might be 
justification for enacting this bill into law. Does this bill offer the consumer any 
such protection? It is respectfully submitted that it does not. 

The requirements of the bill do not offer the consumer any protection against 
unscrupulous merchants and in fact afford such persons a means of imposing on 
the consumer which is likely to be beyond the reach of the law. 

The law pretends to protect the consumer in that he will be apprised by the 
label of the true English name of the animal which produced the fur. 

At first glance this information might seem to be of great importance to the 
consumer. Butis it? Let us say, at the outset, that we are not to be understood 
as arguing in favor of withholding this information. The rules of the Fair Trade 
Commission require that the true name of the fur must be disclosed where the 
fur is known by or sold under any other name and we not only lend cheerful 
support to this rule hut we roundly condemn anyone who would seek to mislead 
a consumer by any misrepresentation respecting this fact. 


< 


fowever, what we started to discuss is the importance of this information from 
the consumer standpoint. What the consumer wants to be sure of is that he 
gets what he asks for and that the article which he buys has the quality, value, 
and wear which the dealer represents it to have. If compliance with the proposed 


law gives him any of these, it is sound and there is ample justification for its 
enactment. 
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Hudson seal is the trade name by which black-dved muskrat skin has been 
known, as far back as industry records go. Suppose, however, that our theo- 
retical purchaser does not know this fact. Under the proposed law the coat which 
he buys will carry a label informing him of the fact that the coat is made of 
muskrat and is dyed, assuming that the dealer in violation of the existing rules 
of the Fair Trade Commission has described the coat as Hudson seal and failed to 
disclose the fact that it is dyed muskrat skin. To what extent, if any, does it 
improve his purchase? 

Or, Mrs. Consumer has decided that she wants one of those muskrat coats which 
have been dved and striped to resemble mink. The tag discloses that the coat is 
made of muskrat skins, “processed to simulate mink,’ but that has little interest 
for her. She knows that she is buying a muskrat coat. What she wants to know 
is whether the coat will wear well; whether it will fade or rip or prove otherwise 
disappointing. As to these important factors she is compelled to rely upon the 
reputation and integrity of the seller; the label does not and cannot offer her any 
assurance of grade, quality, or wear. 

There is a broad and obvious fallacy in the premise that if the consumer is 
apprised of the name of the animal from which the fur was taken, he is afforded 
any measure of protection against fraud or misrepresentation or the part of un- 
scrupulous dealers. Fur skins are good, bad, or indifferent, as are indeed, all 
products of nature, man included, regardless of origin or genus. Good or bad, all 
those of the same family bear the same name. Muskrat from the northern por- 
tion of the United States is superior to that from the South. On the other hand, 
a good southern muskrat is better than one of inferior quality, trapped out of 
prime in one of the Northern States. However, according to the label, they will 
all be muskrat. By the same token, a beaver of poor pelt, by swimming across 
the St. Lawrence River becomes Canadian, and Canadian beaver is best, but 
his fur is no better than it was while he was in New York State. Persian lamb- 
skins from Russia run the whole gamut of quality from the best to the poorest 
and a good South West African Persian lamb is certainly much superior to a 
poor Russian, despite the fact that Persian lamb from Russia is considered the 
best. But the label discloses only that the fur is beaver or Persian lamb, as the 
case may be. 

It must be perfectly obvious that the label is of no value whatever to the 
consumer insofar as it discloses the name of the animal which produced the fur, 
Essential distinctions of relative quality, usefulness, and appropriateness for the 
consumer’s purposes are not revealed and cannot possibly be made the subject 
of label disclosure 

However, not only is the label of no value to the consumer, but it may readily 
be used to his disadvantage by unscrupulous dealers. Mrs. Consumer, knowing 
that fur articles must be labeled, pursuant to law, is impressed when the dealer 
displays the label with its convincing affirmation of the fact that it is affixed 
pursuant to Federal regulation, which he holds out as a warranty of quality by 
the Government of the United States. But he refrains from adding that the 
same label goes with the best and the worst quality of fur; that the label is a 
guaranty of nothing except the name of the animal, and that he has taken 
advantage of the psychology of the label to inflate the price and that he is beyond 
the reach of the law because the label protects him in his nefarious undertaking. 

It seems unnecessary to point out that the dealer who would not hesitate to 
misrepresent the name of a fur would hardly be expected to have any compunction 
about misrepresenting the scope and purpose of the label or even changing the 
label, in furtherance of his unholy enterprise. We are persuaded that such 
unscrupulous dealers are few and far between and that the existing law is adequate 
to teach them the error of their ways. 

Point III. The fur manufacturing industry is a reputable industry and the impli- 
cation that it is shot through with fraud and deception and misrepresentation is 
an unwarranted calumny. 

From the testimony of the proponents of the bill one is lead to the conelusion 
that all fur merchants are cheats and charlatans. They would have us believe 
that furriers spend all their time trying to figure out how they can deceive and 
mislead their customers. 

According to this testimony, furriers never call animals by their true names; 
they withhold from consumers the name of the fur they are buying or else pretend 
that it is the fur of some other animal than it really is and they never sell furs in 
the natural color because they can dye them so that cheap furs look like expensive 
ones and then palm them off on their customers as what they are not. 
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Nothing could be more ridiculous or untruthful than this picture. Fur mer 
chants, as a whole, are just as honest, just as reputable and just as proud of the 
regard in which they are held by their patrons as are merchants in any other field, 
fur ranchers included. Certainly there may be occasional exceptions but are there 
not unscrupulous persons in every field of endeavor? And does the fact that there 
are such exceptions justify condemnation of an entire industry? 


Fur merchants do not misrepresent their product to their customers We con- 
fine ourselves at this point only to sales by retailers to consumers; obviously, there 
is no basis for any such pretended misrepresentations at any other level Most 


retailers of fur wearing appare! are merchants of long standing, well known and 
highly regarded in the community and with a substantial and valuable invest- 
ment, which it would be folly to imperil by a course of deceptive dealing, which 
would inevitably be discovered at an early moment and necessarily lead to the 
seller’s undoing. 

Such merchants do not only disclose the true identity of the fur they are selling 
but deliver to the purchaser an invoice in which it is correctly described. As a 
matter of fact, any untruthful description in such an invoice or descriptive name 
which fails to include as the final word of the descriptive title, the true name of 
the animal from which the fur was taken is in violation of the trade-practice rules 
of the Federal Trade Commission and punishable accordingly) 

Furs are not dyed for the purpose of concealing their identity or deceiving 
consumers. Nothing could be more ludicrous than this implication. Fur skins 
are dyed to enhance their beauty and appeal just as we apply walnut stain to 
pinewood or mahogany veneer to gum wood furniture andfor the same reason 
that a woman uses lip rouge and nail polish. Are these all deceptions? We 
san readily demonstrate to the members of the committee that mink-blended 
muskrat is far more beautiful than natural muskrat and that in dyeing the fur 
of the muskrat to simulate that of the mink (and incidentally, the best we can 
hope to do is to dye a fur to simulate another; human ingenuity has not yet 
reached the point where we can hope to imitate nature’s artisanry), man has 
created an object of beauty for woman’s adornment, which requires no mis 
representation. 

Similarly the fur of the rabbit, which may in the natural state be a very service- 


‘ 
J 


able outer covering for these prolific little creatures is no beautiful component 
for fur coats in the coloring which nature has provided but this lowly fur has been 
and can be dyed into beautiful shades of black and brown, and so dved, used to 
make glamorous fur garments to adorn our womanhood. 

So let us do away, once and for all, with the idea that furs are dyed for any 
purpose other than to enhance their beauty and value and those who have, 
perhaps inadvertently, left the impression that the reason for dyeing furs is any- 
thing other than this should join us in dispelling this illusion, unless their motives 
are to willfully mislead the members of the committe 

Point IV. The often repeated statement that this bill is patterned after the 
Wool Labeling Act implies an analogy between the two which does not exist 

Beyond the fact that both the Wool Labeling Act and the proposed: Fur 


Labeling Act, both involve labeling, there is no analogy The Woo! Labeling 
Act which has served a very excellent purpose, provides a means of apprising 
the consumer of certain important facts. Because wool fiber may be combined 


with certain other fibers such as cotton and rayon with no resultant change in 
the ultimate product which is discernible by inspection, it is of the utmost 
importance that the label attached to a woolen product shall and does disclose 
percentagewise, the precise extent to which the article is made of wool or of 
wool and other inferior fibers. 

Also because used wool can be reprocessed and reused without affecting the 
appearance of the product, it is important that the label should and does indicate 
the extent to which the article consists of virgin woo! and the extent, if any, to 
which it consists of reprocessed used wool. 

These factors do not exist in the case of fur garments. Fur garments consist 
entirely of fur. Fur cannot be adulterated by the admixture of any other product. 
Used fur cannot be reprocessed to resemble new fur. In fact, used fur cannot 
be used at all in the manufacture of new fur garments and I say unqualified] 
that the members of our association, who as | have stated, make most of the 
fur garments produced in the United States, use no reused fur at all. 

Thus the label which would be attached to a fur garment pursuant to the 
provisions of this bill can contain none of the vital information which the label 
attached to a woolen garment under the Wool Labeling Act brings to the con- 
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sumer. In fact, as I have shown, the label provided for under this bill, brings 
to the consumer no information of any practical value to him whatsoever. 

It is this difference between the Woo! Labeling Act, on the one hand, and the 
proposed Fur Labeling Act, on the other, which is the very core of the objection 
to the proposed measure. The wool label brings to the consumer very specific 
and important information with respect to the product to which it is attached. 
It does not tell him what kind of a sheep or other animal it may have been, from 
which the wool was taken, which information, if he had it, would mean nothing to 
him, but it does give him the information as to wool content and percentage of 
adulteration, which is so very significant. F 

The proposed Fur Labeling Act, on the other hand, travels in the opposite 
direction. It lays stress upon the name of the animal but affords the cousumer 
no information as respects the quality of his purchase (except perhaps the pro- 
vision with respect to reused fur which, as we have pointed out, has no signi 
at all because the amount of reused fur that goes into fur garments is negligible 

Point V. The trade-practice rules of the Federal Trade Commission are amply 
broad enough to reach and punish those who may aim to deceive or misrepresent 
in the sale of fur artic! 
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Grossly deceptive and misleading names, applied to furs have been read into the 
record by the proponents of the bill. It does not appear that any of these fan- 
tastic names are now in use, and we respectfully submit that they are not. Such 


41 


fanciful names, as those referred to, were coined in the era that preceded the 
adoption of the Federal Trade Commission rules in 1938 and have dropped out of 
industry use since then, but the significant fact is that if anyone were to attempt 
their use at this time in advertising or billing furs, such use would violate the 
trade-practice rules and the violation could be punished without the enactment 
of any new legislation 

The trade practice rules adopted by the Federal Trade Commission (with 
the help and cooperation of all branches of the industry) have been most effective 
in putting an end to objectionable practices which existed in the industry prior to 
their adoption. If, after 10 years, it appears that the rules need amendment or 
modification, we will gladly cooperate with the Commission in such an under- 








taking and if, as the representative of the Commission has pointed out, the absence 
of a requirement for voluntary disclosure is a deficiency in the rules, why not 
remedy that deficiency by a suitable modification of the rules rather than by the 


enactment of such an impractical, severe and burdensome law as the one embraced 
in the bill. 

Just one thing more. tepresentatives of the Federal Traage Commission 
have testified that the proposed bill will enable the Commission to reach a violator, 
who in selling an article which has moved lawfully through Interstate Commerce, 
practices deception on the consumer at the point of local sale and who is beyond 
the jurisdiction of the Federal Government. It is respectfully submitted that if 
the Commission seeks to extend its jurisdiction, this could be best aeccomplishe 
by appropriate armendment of the Federal Trade Commission Act and the imposi- 
tion of this burdensome proposed law upon the industry and the cost of its enforce- 
ment upon the taxpayer, as a means of accomplishing such an extension of the 
Commission’s authority by indirection is hardly justifiable. 

Point VI. The provisions of this biil seek to impose a serious burden on the fur 
industry without any advantage or protection to the consumer and therefore 
this bill should not be enacted into law 

Respectfully submitted. 


ASSOCIATED Fur MANvuFacturRers, INc., 
By J. GeEorGe GREENBERG, Executive Manager 
MANFRED H. BENEDEK, Counsel 
Mr. Benepe. I would like to say at the outset that the association 
[ represent is a membership corporation incorporated under the laws 
of the State of New York with about 700 members, individuals, firms, 
and corporations, all of whom are engaged in the manufacture of fur 
wearing apparel. Between them they produce somewhere in the 
neighborhood of 90 percent of all of the fur wearing apparel that is sold 
and worn in the United States. 
I should like to say at the outset, by way of explaining my appear- 
ance here in opposition to this proposed bill, that in opposing it I do 
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not want to be understood as being opposed to disclosure of the truth 
in furs. It is furthermost from my mind and purpose. 

We, as fur manufacturers, next to the consumer, who may be misled 
by some of these false and vicious misrepresentations, we have been 
hearing about in the last few days, suffer more than anyone else at 
the hands of these wrongdoers. 

We know that if our industry is to be a success and if we are to 
succeed in deriving a livelihood from it, the faith and confidence of 
the consumer is far and away the most important asset that we can 
have. Everytime some disreputable scalawag at a remote point, 
makes a sale on the basis of a misrepresentation, or advertises falsely, 
as some of these exhibits that have been introduced in the record dis- 
close, we are prejudiced. The consumer who is misled does not stop 
to single out the one individual by whom he is misled but casts 
aspersions upon everyone, and so, insofar as the purpose of this legis- 
lation is concerned, I am very wholeheartedly for it. 

Anything that tends to improve the conditions in the industry im- 
proves them for us, at least as much, and probably more, than for 
anyone else, and that will probably give rise in the minds of some of 
the members of the committee, to the questions which have been asked 
of me at prior hearings: If that is the case, why do you come here and 
oppose this legislation when in all truth and reason you should be sup- 
porting it; and the only answer I can make to that is this: I hope that 
from what I have set up in my written memorandum and the few 
things that I may be able to say here, I will be able to persuade the 
members of the committee that it is our conviction that what evils 
come—and certainly there are several, and certainly the evidence 
here tends to establish those evils—but I say that whatever those 
evils are, they are not going to be remedied by this proposed bill or 
any similar bill, and I am going to try to develop that fact before I 
am through. 

For the moment, I say, that accounts for my opposition to the 
proposed measure. 

At the very outset I would like to say a word or two about this pre- 
tended analogy, between this proposed measure and the Wool Label- 
ing Act. The proponents and those who support this measure have 
argued and have insisted over and over again that this legislation is 
parallel to the Wool Labeling Act; that its provisions are kindred to 
those of that act, and they have argued from that, that the opposition 
of the fur industry to the proposed measure will probably be dissolved 
in the same way that the opposition of those who were originally lined 
up against the Wool Labeling Act, have since lost their resistence and 
in fact in some instances have come forward to congratulate the com- 
mittee on the effectiveness of that legislation. 

Apart from the fact that the titles of the two measures both con- 
tain the word “labeling,” I do not believe there is any analogy between 
the two at all. 

The Wool Labeling Act is intended to disclose to consumers 
when they buy what purports to be wool, whether it is wool; and, if 
there is any wool in the article, how much is wool, and how much 
consists of other fibers or materials. 

The Wool Labeling Act starts with wool. The source of the wool 
is of no interest at all. At no point does that statute require dis- 
closure of the animal or the kind of animal from which the wool was 
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taken. We know there are different kinds of shee ‘p, and in addition 
to sheep there are other animals from which wool is taken; but that 
is not of any significance under the Wool Labeling Act at all. 

What that statute is designed to do is to bring home to the con- 
sumer this: That when he buys wool he is either getting wool or he is 
getting wool and something else or several somethings else and wool, 
and how much of each. Also, whether that wool is new or has been 
used theretofore. 

By casual inspection, it is impossible to determine in a fabric 
whether the wool in it is new or reprocessed, and so it becomes neces- 
sarv to bring that home to the consumer, because it is of greater 
significance to the consumer to know whether he is buying new prime 
wool or wool which has been processed. 

Against those facts, the Fur Labeling Act concerns itself almost 
entirely with what happens before the product is made up out of the 
fur and up to the point of manufacture. What was the name of the 
animal from which the fur was taken? What was done with the skins 
before they were put into the garment? Were they dyed; were they 
used in the natural state; were they bleached, and so on? 

True, there is a provision that provides if any part of the fur that 
is used in the manufacture of a garment is reused or reprocessed fur, 
as the statute says, there is a requirement for disclosure; but, from a 
practical standpoint, as far as the industry is concerned, there is not 
any such thing, as reused fur. 

I said our members produce 90 percent of all of the fur garments 
sold in the United States, and we do not use a square inch of reused 
fur. All of the fur that enters into a new garment is new. 

So that provision, although in language it is apparently a similar 
provision to the one in the Woll Labeling Act, is in fact not the same 
thing at all; and, for myself, I say it is of no consequence whatever. 

The point I am aiming to make is this: Whereas under the Wool 
Labeling Act you start with the wool and you ignore what has gone 
before and consider only what is done with the wool as far as the end 
process is concerned, under the Fur Labeling Act you are concerned 
only with what happens before reaching the stage where it is put into 
and made a part of the garment. 

So, I say, without belaboring the point, that those two acts, al- 
though the word “labeling’’ makes them sound kindred, are not at 
all kindred. They are entirely different. 

As to the enforcement of the Wool Labeling Act, the determining 
of the percentage of the wool and its nature is a laboratory question; 
and, as far as enforcement of the Fur Labeling Act is concerned, i 
becomes purely one of field inspection and determination at the point 
where the sale is made of the article to the consumer. 

Now, a word about this troublesome question of false nomenclature 
that has played such an important part in the testimony. 

The Cuarrman. A little louder, please. 

Mr. Benepek. Yes, sir. 

A word about this matter of false nomenclature that has been so 
stressed in these hearings: Lists of names have been submitted, con- 
taining fancy names and titles that have been given to the fur of 
common animals. May I say that for the very most part those 
names have been out of use for many years. Since 1938, when the 
Federal Trade Commission's Code for the Fur Industry was adopted, 
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the use of these misleading names was made unlawful unless they 
were coupled with a parallel naming of the true fur and the source 
from which it came, or at least of the animal from which it came. 

Most of those fantastic names have fallen out of use, and the furs 
that were described by them, if they are used now, are confined to 
names that are much more truthfully descriptive, with very few 
exceptions, and even any of those names that are now being used in 
invoices or in advertising, without the corresponding name of the 
animal from which the fur was taken, are violations of the Federal 
Trade Commission’s rules, and they can be prosecuted under the 
existing rules, and there is not any need for any new legislation at all. 

The testimony that I have listened to in support of this measure 
has concerned itself almost entirely with the matter of false adver- 
tising. ‘There were numerous and lengthy exhibits submitted, copies 
of advertisements taken from papers in various parts of the country, 
but they all concerned themselves with the falsity or misleading 
matters of the advertising, and I have heard very little testimony 
with regard to the need for a label. 

I do not believe that there is anyone who is going to contend that 
the affixation of a label to the garment will in any wise act as a deter- 
rent to those who engage in this misleading and deceptive advertising. 
In fact, I have heard very little about the need for a label at any of 
these hearings. I do recollect that, at prior hearings before preceding 
committees which had considered this or rather similar legislation, the 
representative of the Federal Trade Commission did say that the 
essential purpose for which he sought the labeling of fur products was 
so that, under the decisions of the United States Supreme Court, he 
would be in a position to follow the label down to the ultimate dis- 
tributor and on to the consumer and thereby could establish jurisdic- 
tion for the Commission in transactions which would be then purely 
intrastate, insofar as the transactions between the ultimate retailer 
and the consumer were concerned, and where the Commission for that 
reason would have no jurisdiction other than the jurisdiction that was 
created by the authority of the courts in authorizing it to follow the 
label. 

I can say, in answer to that, only this: that, if the Federal Trade 
Commission feels that its jurisdiction should be enlarged and that it 
needs an authority which at present it does not possess under the 
Federal Trade Commission Act, then I think the proper way to extend 
that authority is to seek from the Congress the amendment of the 
Federal Trade Commission Act rather than this circuitous route by 
which a label is to be attached by the manufacturer to a garment, ad- 
mittedly not because of any wrongdoing on the part of the manufac- 
turer but because it appears that this false advertising is indulged in, 
not by the manufacturer but solely to enable the Commission to pursue 
its jurisdiction from the manufacturer on down through the change of 
title and so ultimately to be in a position to police the transactions 
between the final retailer and the consumer, where the misrepresenta- 
tion appears. 

i think it is a very roundabout method of securing an extension of 
jurisdiction, and I feel that the Commission should recognize that 
and see it in the same light. 

Another matter that has been stressed in the testimony to which 
I have listened is that it has been urged on the committee that, when 
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fur sellers and fur manufacturers and fur dealers ac 
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lvertise the named 


types of furs which have been processed to simulate other furs, the 
course is always one by which the cheaper fur is sought to be made 


to resemble the more costly fur. 
The CuarrmMan. Will you suspend for just a min 
Mr. Wotverton. Mr. Chairman and members 


ute? 
of the committee, 


[ want to introduce to you Miss Nicholson of Camden, N. J., who has 


been selected as the outstanding young lady of Ca 
her many activities in many worth-while organizati 


mden by virtue of 
ons of our city. 


[ thought it would be an honor to her to be presented to the com- 
mittee and have the committee to know her. [Applause.] 
The CuHarrMan. You may proceed, Mr. Benedek. 


Mr. Benepex. Having stressed the fact that n 


iuskrat is blended 


and dyed and processed to simulate mink, or to simulate some other 
costly furs, such as seal, emphasis has been laid upon the fact that in no 


instance has there been an attempt to make a e 
cheaper fur; and this fact has been pointed to as bei 
intention to deceive on the part of the furman; that 
cheaper product by saving that it looks like the mor 
I cannot conceive of why that should indicate a 
on the part of the fur dealer or manufacturer. I h 
any article that was processed or alleged to have 
resemble something less costly or less attractive. 


ostly fur resemble 
ng indicative of an 
he tries to sell the 
‘e expensive one. 

deceptive attitude 
ave never heard of 
been processed to 
I have never heard 


of anybody who insisted that he made solid-gold rings and plated them 


with brass to make them look like brass rings. I | 


vave never heard it 


said that anvbody makes a solid-mahogany table and then veneers it 


with gumwood or pine so that it looks like a chea 
never heard anybody say that he makes a brief 
cowhide and then processes it so that it looks like 
of cowhide. I have never heard any body Sav that | 
to make a young woman look like an old crone. 


per table. I have 
case of top-grain 
» some cheap split 
1¢ makes cosmetics 


Why then should 


they say of us, if we try to make a less costly fur look a better one, that 
that is an indication of an intention to defraud or to deceive? 


I think that the non sequitur is obvious. 


Truly the purpose of dyeing furs is not to deceive. The purpose 


of dyeing furs is to make them more beautiful. 
them. It is to make them more attractive. 
At previous hearings before this House committe 


It is to glamorize 


e or its predecessor 


committee, | brought to the committee raw muskrat skins and gar- 


ments which had been made of those muskrat ski 
been processed to simulate mink and other beau 
members of the committee saw for themselves 
beautiful, how much more lavish, how much mor 
dyed processed garments were than the rather 
fibered fur of the muskrat. 


ns, and which had 
tiful furs, and the 
how much more 
e glamorous those 
rough and coarse 


That is the reason that we dye furs, not because we want anybody 


to think that a muskrat isa mink. We do not do 
tion in that respect, any more than anybody else 
our muskrat to be sold for what it is. We want 


any misrepresenta- 
would. We want 
our skill and our 


artistry in the making of it as beautiful as it is to be the thing on 


which it is sold 
Mr. Hinsuaw. May | interrupt, Mr. Chairman. 
“Hudson seal’ used to describe muskrat? 


Why is the term 
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The CHatrMan. Let the witness finish with the statement and then 
he will be subject to questions. 

Mr. Benepek. By your leave, if I may answer the Congressman; 
“Hudson seal” is the term that has been employed in describing black- 
dyed muskrat for more than a century in the industry. My own con- 
viction is that it is so universally known that, if you were to call that 
skin by anything else than Hudson seal, 99 percent of the people out 
of every hundred would not know what it is. 

But may IJ add that, under the provisions 

Mr. Hate. Do you think that deception carried on long enough 
becomes honorable? 

Mr. Benepek. If it were deception, Mr. Hale, I would subscribe 
to vour statement. I would unhesitatingly say ‘‘No; of course not.” 

However, the fact that for more than 100 years it has been known 
by that name is to my mind some evidence of the fact that it is not 
intended to be deceptive, to which I want to add that, under the 
provisions of the existing code, that name must be followed by the 
phrase ‘dyed muskrat” or else there is a violation which renders the 
violator subject to prosecution. 

So, there is not any room for deception in the use of that term any 
more than there is in any other. 

On this issue of glamorizing furs, I would like to say a word with 
regard to the names that have been applied to real mink. I am not 
talking now of any processed muskrat or any deception, and I am not 
trving to deceive the members of the committee. I am talking of 
mink. Mink is sold under such a title as ‘‘Royal pastel mink.’’ One 
of the gentlemen mentioned that fact the other day, with a connotation 
which I think was obvious to most of us. 

It is also sold under the titles “breath-of-dawn mink”’ and “sapphire 
mink.” 

Now, those appellations were not given to these animals or to their 
skins by fur manufacturers at all. Those names come right from the 
fur ranchers who breed those mink and who, in Mr. Francis’ able 
testimony, are the ones that lend their support to the measure that 
we are considering. 

Now, a royal pastel mink—and I am answering a question that 
seemed to be in doubt in the minds of some of the members of the 
committee the other day—is not a dyed thing at all. The pastel part 
of the name does not reflect the dye or any artificial coloring matter 
of any kind. A royal pastel mink is a natural ranch mink skin. I do 
not know whether the ‘royal’ is intended to imply that it is fit for 
rovalty or that the little mink that wore it in and of itself is blue- 
blooded. I do not know whether that would be deceptive if it came 
to the notice of the consumer or rot. I do not know just exactly 
what the word “pastel”? may mean in that definition. I do pot know. 
I have some understanding of the common connotation of the word, 
but I confess 1 do not know what it is as applied here, and when we 
get down to something like the breath of dawn, I am completely lost, 
unless the breath part means when you hear the price, it takes your 
breath away. Certainly there is nothing about that mink that 
breathes of dawn. 

And, I bring these facts to your attention, because in naming an 
animal skin, the animal mink skin, which is a thing of beauty—I am 
far from denying that; after all, I represent the fellows who make that 
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mink skin into a coat, just as I do the fellows who make muskrat skins 
into coats—and I say when you have got to add to the beauty of the 
mink the fact that it is breath of dawn or royal pastel, or sapphire, 
or something else, or some of the other gems that are being used to 
describe them, it is more than painting the lily white. It is just an 
illustration of the need for glamorizing furs which is universally felt 
and recognized in the industry; and why is there any more deception 
in glamorizing a muskrat than there is in glamorizing mink. 

Not every one of our women is in a position to earn for herself a 
royal pastel mink, whether by one means or another. Some of them 
have to get along with royal pastel muskrat, and why shouldn’t we 
call muskrat by a glamorous name, so I disagree with any thought 
that may be in your minds, if you please, gentlemen, that we dye furs 
and that we call them by and give them glamorous titles, for the purpose 
of misleading or deceiving, that is not true at all. 

There may be unscrupulous vendors whe take advantage of this 
situation and who concoct fantastic titles. There may be those who 
come and in violation of the rules of the Commission, call these dyed 
animal skins by their trade names or by the glamorous names, and 
fail to disclose that Hudson seal is dyed muskrat; but that is not the 
industry. That is not anything approaching anything more than a 
minute fringe of a percentage on the outskirts of the industry. 

Now, I was here yesterday and I heard Congressman Wolverton 
ask the witness that was testifying—in fact several witnesses that were 
testifving—what their object was in coming here and hurling criticism 
at the proposed measure, but offering no tangible means of accomplish- 
ing the purpose which this bill seeks to accomplish, and I heard 
Congressman Wolverton ask several of those witnesses whether they 
would not draft either a substitute measure or amendments to Con- 
gressman O’Hara’s bill, with the view to meeting their own objections 
and at the same time helping to accomplish this purpose of evaluating 
the extent of the deception and wiping it out. 

I think that that was a very fair and a very reasonable request on 
Congressman Wolverton’s part. 

We have come down here—when I say ‘‘we,”’ I refer to the repre- 
sentatives of the industry—we have come down here repeatedly during 
the past several years and voiced objections to bills similar to this 
one and to this one and instead of offering a substitute, and I say to 
Congressman Wolverton, and | Say it without intent of disrespect to 
him or to the members of this committee, that neither he nor the 
committee, nor we, will ever draw a bill that will accomplish the pur- 
pose that this bill seeks to accomplish. 

Mr. Wotverton. Don’t say we won't. 

Mr. Benepek. I say with all respect to you, sir, that vou will 
never draw a bill that will accomplish that purpose. It is an impossi- 
bility from the standpoint of what I know of this industry and if you 
ask me whether I can draft such a bill, | am going to say [ cannot; 
and I am going to add to it, 1 do not believe anyone else can. 

The Cnarrman. Let us not argue what can and cannot be done. 
Let us hear what you have to say and then, submit vourself to ques- 
tions. 

Mr. Benepe. Likewise, I heard Congressman Hale suggest to 
one of the witnesses here that we go through this bill section by section 
and indicate which sections we approve of and which sections we dis- 
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approve of, and | say in answer to that, to Congressman Hale, if he 
were to take me through this bill section by section and ask me to—— 

Mr. Hinsnaw. Mr. Chairman, may I say 

The CHarrRMAN. Let us let the witness proceed. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. I want to make a point of order. I would like to 
make a point of order, if it is in order, that the gentleman is engaging 
in the kind of testimony that should be subject to rebuttal by the 
committee at the time when the testimony is presented. 

It is my understanding that he is not going to read the statement 
in order to save time. He has been talking for a half hour already. 

The CHarrMan. The point of order is well taken. 

Mr. Benepek. | have not read any statement, if you please, Mr. 
Chairman, and Congressman Hinshaw. However, I shall endeavor 
to make my remarks as brief as possible. My only purpose in men- 
tioning what I did was to point out that my objection is not to any 
section or sections of the bill; that my objection is to the bill as a whole, 
because I contend it will not, and cannot accomplish the purpose for 
which it is intended. 

As to the labeling aspects of the bill—and I have already pointed to 
the fact that there has been no testimony offered as to why a label is 
necessary—I say that a label which discloses the name of the animal 
to the purchaser of the garment, tells him nothing. 

The knowledge that the fur was taken from an animal! of a given 
name is of no advantage to the consumer and unless the means can 
be found of apprising the consumer of the quality and of the wear- 
ability and of the usefulness of the fur, a label which sets forth the 
name of the fur, sets forth nothing of value to him 

I would like to address myself just in a few words to certain pro- 
posed amendments that were suggested by Mr. Francis in his testi- 
mony in that he said that the existing bill should be modified by the 
deletion of the phrase, or of the obligation to the producer to describe 
the garment as being made of the skin of one animal ‘‘processed to 
simulate the fur of another animal.”’ 

With respect to that proposed amendment, I want to say this, that 
when a muskrat garment is made and is processed to simulate a gar- 
ment made of mink, there is not any way of describing that garment 
other than saying that it was processed to simulate mink. 

Now, I am not insisting upon the specific terminology. It is not 
that that is important to me. If the phrase “processed to simulate’”’ 
is objectionable, any other phraseology that would convey the same 
thought is just as acceptable. But, I say this, that we make a gar- 
ment of muskrat and if we process it to simulate mink—and I have 
previously shown to the prior committees that in processing muskrat 
to simulate mink we do more than just daub color on it—that that is 
a process involved in the construction of the garment itself; in the 
way the fur is cut, and so on, and if we want to advertise that gar- 
ment or our customer wants to advertise that garment to the con- 
sumer as being made of muskrat processed to simulate mink, just what 
other earthly way could there be of describing that, other than deserib- 
ing it as processed to simulate mink? 

That amendment had been omitted, that proposed amendment had 
been omitted from Congressman O’Hara’s original bill and was 
reintroduced in the bill which is now before you for consideration, and 
I submit in line with the proponents’ insistence that they are urging 
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truth in the description of fur, that that phraseology must be retained 
in any advertising matter that describes that kind of a garment. 

The other amendment that was proposed by Mr. Francis was the 
one wherein he stated that the geographic origin of the animal should 
be set forth on the label. I respectfully submit that when some 3 
years ago the original bill was up for consideration by the committee 
of the House, that bill contained such language and when it was 
brought to the attention of the members of that committee that the 
geographic origin was impossible to determine in a great many in- 
stances and was of no earthly value to the consumer; in any event 
that was one of the things that was deleted, and although that language 
was in the original measure as proposed by Mr. O'Hara, it has been 
stricken from it and does not appear in this bill. 

I have just one other word to say, if you will bear with me, and that 
is this: I have been asked by prior committees, as I intimated at the 
opening of my remarks, why I insisted upon proposing this measure 
and similar measures and why I do not suggest any other measure or 
measures that will accomplish the same purpose. 

The answer to that is this: I believe that you are trying to ex- 
tinguish a conflagration. I sav that the vicious and misleading adver- 
tising that was brought to the attention of this committee exists. 
We suffer by it, just as much as the consumer does. I say that you 
are endeavoring to extinguish what is, to my mind, equivalent to a 
fire, but T say that this particular legislation or proposed legislation, 
or any similar legislation, is like spraying gasoline on that fire as a 
means of putting it out. Instead of giving the unscrupulous dealer 
no further room for his deceptive practices, you are giving him the 
means for indulging in even more violent deceptive practices. 

I do not want to expand that. It was dwelt upon by prior witnesses 
vesterday, and it was shown that the dealer will then be able to point 
to the label, which he can say ts affixed by order of the United States 
Government, and now he makes the Government a co-conspirer with 
him in this attempt to mislead and deceive. 

That is all I have to say. 

The CHatrMan. What device would vou employ for extinguishing 
the fire? 

Mr. Benepek. I believe that this would be the best wavy to ex- 
tinguish the fire and that is to educate the consumer as to what to 
expect in connection with buying fur. 

The organization for which I speak has spent fabulous sums of 
money in enlightening and endeavoring to enlighten consumers on 
these matters that are involved in the purchasing of fur from un- 
scrupulous dealers. We have made motion-picture films depicting the 
different types of fur garments, what they consist of, and what they 
are. We have distributed them throughout the country for exhibi- 
tion in motion-picture theaters. We have used the radio; we have 
used the television; we have used the daily press and publications, and 
publicity, all in an endeavor to enlighten the consumer as to what fur 
is and what safeguards you should adopt, and why it should deal with 
legitimate establishments, legitimate retailers, on whose reputation 


you can rely. 


Mr. Hate. Did you ever publish a lexicon of the false and misleading 
names used in the fur business? 
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Mr. Benepex. I feel about the false and misleading names, if vou 
please, Mr. Hale, the way the courts bave said they feel in defining 
fraud. They have always hesitated to define fraud because they have 
said the moment they lay down the definition, someone else will come 
along and find the kind of fraud that will not fall within the definition. 

I would say to you if we were to catalog all the deceptive means by 
which that type of advertiser seeks to mislead his customers, we would 
probably leave out the next one he employs. 

Mr. Hate, Would it not be more difficult to sell a rabbit skin as 
Baltic leopard if it was labeled ‘Rabbit skin”? when you sold it? 

Mr. Benepek. I do not believe the label would be of much help to 
the consumer in bringing to his notice anything other than that the 
thing was a rabbit skin. As far the specific appellation of ‘ Baltic 
seal” is concerned—and I have heard you say your were particularly 
partial to it as a term—-I do not believe that is used or has been used 
for a great many years past. 

Mr. Hate. They change the synonyms over the years? 

Mr. Benepek. I say this: that the Federal Trade Commission has 
anticipated that difficulty because under the terms of their code, the 
man who sells the garment and calls it Baltic seal and fails to say that 
it consists of dyed rabbit is in violation and is subject to prosecution. 
We do not need any new legislation to make that an offense. 

Mr. Hate. What we should like to do is not so much to punish the 
dealer as to protect the consumer. 

Mr. Benepek. | appreciate that and I am in full sympathy and 
accord with that endeavor. Ido not believe this measure affords him 
any protection. I think we are adding fue! to the fire instead of ex- 
tinguishing it. 

Mr. McGuire. I think you made the remark that knowledge of the 
animal is of no interest to the purchaser. Do you mean that? 

Mr. Benepek. I do, sir. The knowledge of the animal from which 
the lady’s fur coat was made, whether called by name A or name B, 
helps her none in determining whether it is a useful garment, whether 
it will wear, whether she is getting her dollar’s worth, whether the thing 
she buys will be beautiful for seasons to come or will look shabby and 
turn a sickly green, as one Congressman mentioned, with regard to such 
a garment. 

Mr. McGurre. For your information, I think that was one of the 
most memorable hearings we have had since I have been here, when 
they listed the furs, and what the coats are called, and what animals 
they come from. I went back to Connecticut and gave a speech to 
200 people and read off the names. The women were in hysterics. 
They were as mazed as I was that you could make rabbit look, smell, 
and taste like something else. 

Mr. Benepex. There is not any power on earth by which anyone 
can make a rabbit look, smell, taste or feel like anything other than 
rabbit. You can simulate it to look like the other thing. 

Mr. Douutver. I want to interject at this point that I disagree 
completely with the witness when he says the labeling of the garment 
with the name of the fur from which it is made will be of no help. 
I think it would be of inestimable help to the consumer to know what 
ihe fur is. I disagree completely with you, sir. 

Mr. Benepe. If I may add, Mr. Congressman, it will not help the 
consumer one particle in determining the usefulness or the wear- 
ability of the fur. 
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Mr. Wotverton. How does a purchaser determine whether she is 
getting a genuine seal or a rabbit skin dyed as seal? How does the 
purchaser determine that? 

Mr. Benepex. The purchaser is completely at the mercy of the 
man from whom she buys that garment, just as a person who buys 
a work of art is at the mercy of an art dealer, or a person who buys a 
jewel is at the mercy of a jeweler. 

Mr. Wotverton. How do you describe ‘‘mercy’’? 

Mr. Benepexk. The integrity or the reliableness of the individual. 

Mr. Wotverton. That is ‘“mercy’’? 

Mr. Benepexk. That is a measure of it. 

Mr. WoLvertron. Suppose | go to a store and I say, “I want to see 
some of your seal coats.’’ Then, you bring out a coat which is marked 
“Arctic seal.’’ Do you tell me that is seal-dyed rabbit? 

Mr. Benepex. If the dealer that you go to were myself, and I was 
the type of dealer that | mean when I say responsible and reliable, 
and you asked me for a seal coat, | would never bring you a coat made 
of rabbit; | would bring you a coat made of seal. 

Mr. Wotvertron. What objection would there be to legislation that 
required a label on the coat that said “Seal’’ or another coat that is 
made of rabbit, marked “Rabbit skin dyed seal’’? 

Mr. Benepvex. If that label were to be effective in preventing the 
unscrupulous dealer from misleading and from substituting, I would 
be in favor of it. As far as the scrupulous one is concerned, he does 
not need a label. 

Mr. Wotvertron. Do you know how any legislation of this char- 
acter can be drawn without applving to scrupulous dealers and at the 
same time applying to unscrupulous dealers? 

Mr. Benepex. No; Mr. Wolverton, but I do believe that this 
legislation will enable the unscrupulous dealer to take even greater 
advantage of the scrupulous dealers than he has heretofore. That is 
why I say it is like pouring gasoline on the flames. 

Mr. Wotverron. If I buy a coat that is marked ‘‘ Hudson seal”’ or 
‘Arctic seal,”’ or anything that indicates it is a sealskin, 1 cannot see 
how I am going to be taken advantage of under those circumstances, 
except by the rawest kind of fraud. 

On the other hand, if the label on the coat is marked “Rabbit skin” 
and then underneath it ‘‘ Dyed seal,”’ I am aware immediately that that 
is not an Arctic seal coat, that it is a rabbitskin coat, dyed. Now, 
as long as you do not put any label on it and leave it up to the indi- 
vidual who is selling the coat, and depending on whether he is scrup- 
ulous or unscrupulous, you are opening the door for fraud, in my 
opinion, on a consumer. And I cannot conceive of how any reputable 
dealer would object to the placing on a garment of the actual name of 
the skin of which that garment is made. A scrupulous one, you say, 
would tell the customer. Therefore, it would not do him any harm, 
and I assume he would not object to a label to that effect being put on 
it. I can see where an unscrupulous dealer would object to putting 
the label on the coat. 

We are now attempting to legislate the same as we do at all times, 
where we endeavor to deal with wrongs, and that is to provide some 
means of holding to responsibility the person who does or is inclined 
to do wrong. 
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Your argument could be applied to murder even. Under your 
theory, it would not be necessary to have a statute of that kind, or 
highway robbery, or anything else, because it is only the unscrupulous 
that would commit the murder or that would commit the highway 
robbery. But we have such laws for the protection of our people. 

There is a situation that you have acknowledged in your testimony 
that can be taken advantage of by an unscrupulous person. When 
we make a law its penalties apply to the unscrupulous. Its penalties 
do not apply to the scrupulous, because they commit no violation. 
It does not take a law to keep you and I, good citizens, from com- 
mitting murder but that is no reason that would justify no law. 

Mr. Benepex. Mr. Congressman, when you pass this law, and the 
unscrupulous dealer still finds a means of evasion, he is further punish- 
ing the scrupulous dealer by his unfair competitive methods. It is 
there that I say | am hurt. 

Mr. Wotverton. You have demonstrated to me that you just do 
not want any law at all, otherwise you would have come in here and 
complied with the suggestion that was made, based on your experience 
and your knowledge of the law, as well as of furs, to submit to this 
committee in some concrete form what you think would be a way of 
putting out this conflagration or fire that you speak of. As long as 
you and those whom you represent are not willing to come in here and 
tell us what you would offer as a remedy for dealing with the subject, 
I do not take too much interest in what you have to say against this 
proposed law. 

Mr. Kier. I will say that I do not go as far as the gentleman from 
New Jersey does. 

I think the witness has made a fine statement, and I do not think it is 
fair to indict an industry, and a fine industry, such as he represents. 

I do think, however, Mr. Benedek, that you have not answered the 
specific question, and maybe you will answer it with me: 

What objection could a reputable dealer possibly bave to labeling a 
garment with respect to the fur, or even the processor, to use vour term. 
Can he have any objection to that? 

Mr. Benepek. I am afraid I have failed miserably to make myself 
clear, Mr. Congressman. I thought I had emphasized it in my 
answer to that question. 

I mav be hopelessly at fault. I will try again. 

Mr. Hetier. Before you do that, will vou just answer this question 
for me? 

Have you in vour experience in the fur industry come across manu- 
facturers who have brought inferior furs, let us say, to a processer or 
dyer and said, “f want you to process these furs so that they will 
look like beaver?’”’ Now, keeping that question in mind, what would 
be vour answer to that? Have you heard of those cases? 

Mr. Brenepek. No. I cannot conceive of any inferior fur that 
could possibly be processed to make it look like beaver. I have seen 
many instances of perfectly good, fine fur, that was turned over to a 
processer for dressing and dyeing, with instructions to dye it to re- 
semble beaver. Now, | do not know whether I have made a distinction 
in your mind. 

Mr. Heiter. That is a pretty fine distinction. In other words, 
it can be dved to look like beaver? 








' your 
nd, or 


yulous 
rhway 
ple. 
mony 
When 
ialties 
ation. 
com- 


id the 
inish- 
It is 


ist do 
e and 
rience 
o this 
‘ay of 
ng as 
e and 
bject, 
t this 


from 


k itis 
sents. 
d the 


ing a 
term. 


vself 
| my 


stion 


anu- 
er or 

will 
ould 


that 
seen 
to a 
O re- 
‘tion 


ords, 








FUR LABELING 127 


Mr. Benepex. Yes, but not if it is inferior skin. To my mind the 
inferior skin is one which is off-quality. A good, sound skin is not 
inferior. 

Mr. Hetrier. I will come back to that in a moment. 

Mr. Kirin. Assuming Mr. Heller’s question, when you say “‘rabbit”’ 
that rabbit is different from beaver? 

Mr. Benepex. Very definitely 

Mr. Kuiein. They have means, have they not, whether you call it 
simulation or whatever you may call it, of making one fur look like 
another? 

Mr. Benepexk. To make one fur simulate another or resemble it; 
you cannot make it look like it. There is a vast difference, Mr. 
Congressman. 

Mr. Kuezin. I do not know too much about furs, except that my wife 
bothers me every once in a while for a fur coat. There is one called 
Kolinsky, is there not? 

Mr. Benepex. Yes. 

Mr. Kiem. Does that look like mink? 

Mr. Benepe. I would not say it look like mink. 

Mr. Kiem. It does to me. Iam sure if you go into a big house in 
New York, a reputable firm, or any other place, and say “I want a 
mink coat’’ you will get it. But we want to avoid the possibility of a 
woman going into a store and saying, “‘] want to get a mink coat”’ 
and somebody selling her Kolinsky or some other coat, simulated fur, 
if vou will, to look like mink. 

Now, tell us how we can do that. 

Mr. Benepex. It is very simple to ask that question, but the 
answer, to my mind. is an exceedingly difficult one 

The Cuatrman. If you cannot answer, just say so. 

Mr. Kier. I will accept the witness’ answer. I think he is honest 
and he is trying to answer. I ama lawyer myself and I know it is very 
difficult to be direct. 

Let us go back a minute Mr. Benedek. I can see the objection of a 
woman who buys a coat that is simulated to look like mink. She 
might object to having it labeled, because she wants it to look like a 
mink coat. What objection can any dealer have to having that in 
there? Whatever your wording may be, I would like to get your 
wording on that label. Let us see if we cannot agree. 

Mr. Benepek. Mr. Congressman, as I said before, my objection is 
not to the wording of the proposed statute. 

Mr. Kuer. You give us a wording that you think would be 
acceptable. 

Mr. Benepek. I do not have any. 

In answer to your primary question—and I feel that this present one 
is a corollary to it—-I say that every time an unscrupulous dealer sells 
a garment to a consumer on a deceptive representation, he creates one 
more enemy for the fur industry. 

Mr. Kier. All right, we agree on that, but vou are not telling us 
how to avoid that. It is for your benefit, is it not? 

Mr. Benepek. Of course it is, and that is why I say that every 
time vou give that unscrupulous dealer the means of making a second 
sale on a deceptive basis, you are duplicating that injury to us. I say 
that with this proposed measure, or any other measure which lends 
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the dignity of the name of the Government of the United States, by 
virtue of the label affixed, pursuant to the laws of the United States, 
to this transaction between an unscrupulous dealer and the unfortu- 
nate victim whom he is victimizing, you are giving him an opportunity 
to do me, meaning the respectable dealer, more harm. That is why 
T am opposed. 

Mr. Kuein. All I can say is that you are very unyielding, because 
I would go along with you and say possibly the best remedy would 
be to go to the Federal Trade Commission and have them issue an 
order, or go to the police where a man is caught making such a rep- 
resentation, but we want to avoid all that. 

It seems to me a very simple way would be if you would only indi- 
cate what should be on that label. I am impressed with your testi- 
mony; I believe you. You do not even want to go an inch with us 
and even suggest to us what type of label might serve the purpose we 
want to accomplish. 

Mr. Benepexk. Because it is my firm conviction, Mr. Congressman, 
that the evil lies not in what you propose to say on the label, but on 
the fact of the label entering into this deceptive transaction, as 
between the ultimate dealer and the consumer. 

Mr. Kuern. I want to compliment the witness on being an excellent 
lawyer for his client, but you are not helping the court. 

Mr. Benepe. I am sorry, sir, if I am not being more helpful. 
I am sincere in my endeavor. 

Mr. Hese.ron. Your association, I assume, may have members or 
at least does business with the people of Canada; is that not right? 

Mr. BenepeK. We do some business in both the buying and the 
selling of our product, and of the raw material. 

Mr. Hese.ron. You are acquainted with the regulations that went 
into effect on September 13, 1949, in Canada, are you not? 

Mr. Benepek. I do not know whether I have the specific legislation 
in mind to which the Congressman is referring, but I do know that 
there is a labeling law in the Dominion which requires the retailer to 
affix the label at the time of or prior to the sale. 

Mr. Hesetron. There is a Canadian law that requires a label that 
carries the true name of the fur in the garment and must indicate if 
the fur has been dyed, blended, tipped or pointed; and if the garment 
contains more than one kind of fur, it must bear the true name for all 
the kinds of furs in the garment. Also, if the garment is made of 
paws, necks, tails, bellies, or other pieces of fur, or used or second-hand 
fur, it shall so indicate. 

Now, you object to that tvpe of approach as a protection for the 
consuming public. After a year and a half of experience in Canada, 
with that law, have you as an expert witness any comment to make as 
to the dire results you predict will ensue if this bill before us here 
becomes a law, so far as the American industry is concerned? 

Mr. Benepvek. The only comment I can make in answer to that, Mr. 
Congressman is this: I can’t claim familiarity with that legislation. 1 
do not oppose it. I am under the impression that the duty of affixing 
the label is there imposed upon the retailer who makes the sale to the 
consumer, and what methods are employed in the Dominion for the 
policing of that transaction or the transaction that flows from the 
labeling, I have not any idea. I can only say from my study of the 
proposed method of enforcement that is encountered in this Measure, 
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I am persuaded that the consumer—and we of the industry—will 
suffer greater harm than possible good can come out of it. 

Mr. Hesevron. That does not leave me very much enlightened, 
does it? 

Am I to understand that the distinction between the labeling that 
we have been discussing all these days and the Canadian provision is 
that if it is a duty imposed on the retailer, you are satisfied? 

Mr. Benepek. I do not want to make that statement, sir. I am 
implying, if the duty attaches at the retail level, at the point where 
the sale from the ultimate vendor to the consumer is made, that the 
policing of that transaction may then be left to local authorities, and 
in that way a measure of enforcement or compliance may be obtain- 
able, which will obviate the dangers I can see insofar as this legislation 
is concerned. 

Mr. Heseitron. For your information, these regulations were 
adopted at the Government House at Ottawa, and I assume from 
that—and perhaps our staff can check me or advise me—that is on the 
same level as it would be if the bill here became a law. In other 
words, it ison a Commonweatlh or Federal level. So you are not mak- 
ing a distinction that will help us. ey 

Mr. Benepek. I am not able to contradict the statement. 

Mr. Heseviron. Have you, as a competent representative of the 
Associated Fur Manufacturers of the United States, had anything 
like the disastrous consequences happening in Canada, such as you 
have stated will happer if this bill becomes a Federal law? 

Mr. Benepex. I am unable to make that comparison. I am not 
sufficiently familiar. 

Mr. Hesetron. Will you put in the record that you have heard no 
complaint about the enactment or enforcement of that Canadian 
statute? 

Mr. Benebek. I personally have not heard of any. 

Mr. Becxwortu. Mr. Benedek, what is considered the most ex- 
pensive fur generally? Would it be mink, sable, kolinsky, or what? 

Mr. Benepek. I take it for granted that sable is considered the 
most expensive. 

Mr. Beckwortu. Now considering the hides that are used appre- 
ciably in the making of furs, what is considered most inferior as to 
general classification, such as rabbit and muskrat, and so forth? 

Mr. Benepek. | am a little bit reluctant to adopt that word “‘in- 
ferior’’ because, from the standpoint of the fur manufacturer, inferior 
fur implies fur that has some defect in it. I am not considering that 
at all. 

Mr. Beckworrtu. The least desirable. 

Mr. Benepek. Can I say “less costly’’? 
a standard of evaluation? 

Mr. Beckworrn. Yes. 

Mr. Benepek. I would say that rabbit is pretty well down at the 
lowest end. There are some exceptions—oddities like house dog or a 
few other things— but they have no commercial significance at all. 

Mr. Beckwortu. I remember as a youngster we used to go out and 
catch the regular old opossum and it had a small value when you sent 
it off to those who bought hides. That is not used to make furs? 

Mr. BeneprEk. Opossum is definitely used for fur, but our own 
opossum does not share a very high relative value standard as com- 
pared with the Australian animal. 


Would that perhaps be 
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Mr. Becxworts. Would it be considered less desirable, we will say, 
than rabbit, generally? 

Mr. Benepek. I do not believe so. Australian opossum scales a 
little higher than rabbit, in comparative value. 

Mr. Beckwortu. Now there are about eight or nine that we have 
heard of here in the classification, the listed classification: Rabbit, 
muskrat, squirrel, fox, beaver, seal, mink, sable, and others. 

Your familiarity with the fur industry should give you some idea as 
to the percentage of the furs sold annually that come from each of 
these animals I have just listed. Does it or not? 

Mr. Benepex. I understand your question thoroughly, Mr. 
Congressman. 

Mr. Becxwortn. Of the furs sold in this country annually, would 
you have some idea as to what percentage is sable? 

Mr. Benepex. When you say “sable,” I could say a negligible 
percentage, a very small percentage. 

Mr. Beckwortn. Would you then give it roughly with reference to 
rabbit? 

Mr. BenepeKk. I am compelled again to qualify, although I have 
met resentment in doing it. Furs are all fashion commodities. If 
the ladies do not like the fur, we cannot sell it. Rabbit up to a few 
years ago comprised perhaps 50 percent of the total number of units 
of garments that were sold. At the moment that percentage has 
fallen off almost below that of the sable, because the ladies do not 
want rabbit and they will not buy it, and I do not care whether vou 
call it Baltic lion or anything else, they just will not have it. 

Mr. Beckwortu. You have to have some idea as to what percent- 
age of the total number of furs sold come from given animals, otherwise 
you would not know how to buy for vour processors, and so forth. 

I want to press this just a little further: 

Would you have any idea as to what percentage of the total number 
of furs sold annually in this country come from, we will say, rabbit, 
muskrat, squirrel, and fox? 

Mr. BenEpek. It would be virtually impossible to risk even a guess 
that would not be a totally wild one. Up until a year ago fox had gone 
completely out of use. In the last year some of it has come back into 
use, a very small nucleus. 

Mr. Becxworrn. May I ask this question: 

What year or years do you have in mind for some statistics that 
you might give to the committee if we asked some questions in regard 
to that year or years? 

Mr. Benepex. There are no statistics available as to the total 
units of production in this industry for any year. I have been 
affiliated with it since I can remember, and my father was a manu- 
facturer in the industry 70 vears ago. 

Mr. Beckworru. It is a highly hazardous business? 

Mr. Bznepex. I subscribe to that with more emphasis than vou 
can appreciate. 

Mr. BeckwortH. You would not give us an estimate, then, in 
regard to rabbit, as to what percentage it constituted? 

Mr. BenepeK. I would say in 1950 the percentage of rabbit had 
fallen away to a point where it would be Jess than 10 percent of the 
units, maybe less than half of that. I am just guessing. It is only 
& 2uess. 
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Mr. Becxworru. In 1950, which one of the skins, such as rabbit 
and so forth, furnished the most demand? 

Mr. Benzpex. I would think that mink was the best selling fur in 
1950, but when vou say the most, I cannot say the most in units of 
arments sold, because I have no statistical basis on which to predicate 
that. I can only say that from my contact with the industry, I know 
that the demand for garments made of mink was much more active 
and led to more transactions as between producer and consumer than 
the corresponding demand for any other one type of fur skin. 

Mr. Beckworru. In regard to mink, do you include real mink or 
those minks that were simulated? 

Mr. Benrpvex. Mr. Congressman, there is only one mink, and 
that is mink. Nothing else is mink. 

Mr. Beckwortu. Give us an estimate of the percentage of garments 
sold that were made of real mink. 

Mr. Benepvex. I would be misleading if I risked a guess on a 
percentage basis. I just do not know; nor does anyone else, I assure 
you, sir. Statistically, that information is nonexistent. 

To understand and appreciate that, you must know that the pro- 
ducing units in this industry for the most part are very small, low- 
capitalized units. 

Mr. Beckwortu. Mr. Chairman, I have one other observation. 
If any of the witnesses who have heard me ask these questions could 
supply us with even a hint as to information along that line, it would 
certainly be appreciated by me personally. 

Mr. Hetuer. Mr. Benedek, coming back to the question that I 
propounded as to whether or not you have had occasion in your 
experience to hear of manufacturers who turned over to processors or 
dyers an inferior fur, let us take, for example, rabbit. 

I say “Here is rabbit; | want you to make it look like beaver.”’ 

I believe you said that only a dyer could do that; is that correct? 

Mr. Benepek. If I understand you correctly, Mr. Heller, you are 
asking me whether the dyeing of a fur skin to resemble the skin of 
another animal was a process that only a fur dyer could perform? 

Mr. Hever. Yes. 

Mr. Benepexk. My answer to that is ‘Yes. 

Mr. Hetuer. Have you heard of cases where they take beaver or 
some inferior fur and the manufacturer would say to the dyer, “Here, 
make this look like beaver’’? 

Mr. Benepek. No, sir; it is not done that way. 

Mr. Hevuer. Have you heard of cases where manufacturers have 
approached the dyer or the processor or whoever is able to make these 
simulations and said, ‘‘Please make this look like beaver’’? 

Mr. Benepek. No, sir. 

Mr. Hetuer. According to your testimony then, who is the real 
culprit. Is it the retailer who is the culprit? 

Mr. Benepex. Not only according to my testimony, if you please, 
Mr. Congressman, but according to all the testimony I have been 
listening to this week. The only evidence of any sort pointing to 
these deceptive practices was at the point where the sale was made by 
the retailer to the consumer. 

Mr. Heuer. It is the retailer? 

Mr. Benevek. According to all the testimony I have heard here, 
and I have heard none to contradict it. 


” 
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Mr. Hetuier. And that is also your opinion? 

Mr. Benepek. Very definitely, sir. 

Mr. Hetuer. Then, as I understand, you definitely have stated 
that these perils do exist; is that correct? 

Mr. Benepek. The perils of misrepresentation by unscrupulous 
dealers to innocent, misguided, and believing consumers—very 
definitely. 

Mr. Heiter. Then why should the dealer, why should the proces- 
sor, or why should the dyer raise any objection to this bill? 

Mr. Benepek. Because every one of them is hurt every time that 
an unscrupulous dealer makes a deceptive sale to a consumer. And 
if this bill will enhance the opportunity for such a deceptive sale, to 
that extent every one of the members of the industry suffers, and 
that is why they do not want this legislation, which will enable that 
practice to be enhanced. 

Mr. Hewuer. If the garment is properly labeled before it reaches 
the retailer, is there not a better chance for the culprit to refrain from 
his action? 

Mr. Benepek. [ do not believe so. 

Mr. Heuer. That is just your opinion? 

Mr. Benepek. I am not offering anything better than my calcu- 
lated opinion, based on what knowledge I have and experience in the 
industry. 

Mr. Hetuer. Now, would you say that dyeing could be used as a 
means of deception? 

Mr. Benepek. | think I will say ‘“‘No” in answer to that, Mr. 
Congressman. 

Mr. Hetier. You would go so far as to say that it cannot be used 
and it is not used; is that correct? 

Mr. Benepek. Now, that is not quite the same thing, sir. If you 
are going to ask me whether the dyeing was one of the instrumentali- 
ties that enabled that unscrupulous dealer to make that misrepresenta- 
tion, I will say “Yes.” 

Mr. Hetuer. You know as well as I do that these dyeing processes 
could just as well be used for the purpose of legitimately ‘‘glamorizing,”’ 
the term that you applied, as for the purpose of deception? 

Mr. Benepek. | do not believe that the dyers have made any dis- 
tinction between the so-called deceptive dyeing process and the so- 
called glamorizing process. I do not think he knows what is going 
to be done with the skin after he dyes it. 

He dves it all by one formula and in one practice. 

Mr. Heuer. I would like to ask whether the witness will come 
back? 

The CuartrMan. I think we had better go on with these hearings. 

Have you many questions? 

Mr. Heuuer. | really have not. 

Mr. Beneprek. May I say this to Congressman Heller: I have been 
here all week. I am all in a dither to get back to my office where 
everything has been neglected. If the Congressman has any ques- 
tions and cares to propound them by mail, or in any other fashion, it 
will give me a great deal of pleasure to answer them. 

Mr. Hetier. We will do that through correspondence, then. 

Mr. Benepvek. And that applies to any other member of the 
committee as well. 
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The Cuarrman. Mr. Benedek, I have no questions at all. I will let 
you off. 

Mr. Benepek. Thank you, sir. 

The CuHarrMan. This will terminate the hearing today, until 
tomorrow morning, at 100’clock. We will finish the hearing tomorrow. 

(Whereupon, at 11:50 a. m., Thursday, April 19, 1951, the hearing 
was recessed, to reconvene at 10 a. m., on Friday, April 20, 1951.) 
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FRIDAY, APRIL 20, 1951 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITT£E ON INTERSTATE AND ForEIGN COMMERCE. 
Washington, D. C. 
The committee met at 10 a. m., Hon. Robert Crosser (chairman) 
presiding. 
The CuairmMan. The committee will be in order. 
The first witness scheduled for this morning is Mr. Weber, but the 
chairman has received a telegram from him stating: 


1 am sorry that after attending all the sessions on the fur labeling bill, | was 
compelled to return to New York and cannot appear before vour committee this 
morning. Will vou kindly insert in the record of your hearings my prepared 
statement on beha'f of Fur Wholesalers Association of America, copies of whichgl 
left with Mr. Layton. 


Without objection, Mr. Weber’s statement will be placed in the 
record. 
(The statement above referred to is as follows: ) 


BRIEF SUBMITTED ON BEHALF OF FuR WHOLESALERS ASSOCIATION OF 
America, INc. 


This brief is respectfully submitted on behalf of the Fur Wholesalers Association 
of America, Ine. 

The members of this association do not manufacture or produce fur garments. 
They purchase completed fur garments from various fur manufacturers and resell 
them to retail stores throughout the country. They are commonly known as fur 
jobbers. 


IF THE PROPOSED BILL IS REPORTED FAVORABLY, SECTION 3 (E) SHOULD BE 
AMENDED 


Section 3 (e) permits the removal of a label affixed to a fur product and the sub- 
stitution of another label by any person introducing or selling a fur product in 
commerce. This section was clearly intended to avoid the disclosure by the 
wholesaler of the source from which he purchased a fur product. 

Early in the year the wholesaler sends his buyers throughout the fur industry 
to examine samples of fur garments to be produced by manufacturers during the 
coming season, and in that way the wholesaler ascertains the sources from which 
most advantageous purchases can be made. This knowledge of these sources 
has been characterized as the wholesaler’s main stock in trade. The fur-labeling 
bill, as originally proposed, contained no provision for the removal of the manu- 
facturer’s label which is affixed to a garment at the time that it is purchased by, 
and delivered to, the wholesaler. We called to the attention of the committees 
considering this proposed legislation that if the wholesaler were compelled to 
deliver a garment to a retailer with a label attached thereto which disclosed the 
name of the manufacturer from whom the garment had been purchased, many 
retailers would return garments purchased by them, on some pretext, and purchase 
these garments directly from the manufacturer on the assumption that they would 
thereby eliminate the wholesaler’s profit. If a retailer retained garments pur- 
chased by him and thereafter desired to purchase additional garments of the same 
type, he would unquestionably purchase them directly from the manufacturer. 
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We convinced the committees studying this proposed legislation that it was no 
exaggeration to state that the disclosure of the identity of the manufacturer 
would eventually drive every wholesaler out of business. 

Fur wholesalers have substantial investments in their business and their total 
estimated annual sales approximate $100,000,000. 

When the Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce favorably 
reported the fur labeling bill (S. 508), it stated in its report, which was dated 
February 5, 1951, as follows: 

‘While the legislation requires mandatory labeling of fur articles, in order to 
prevent unnecessary hardship and to aid the various segments of the industry 
that handle the article before it reaches the ultimate consumer, section 3 permits 
the substitution of labels. Under this section, any wholesaler, for example, may 
substitute his own label for that of the manufacturer, subject, of course, to the 
affirmative requirements of the statute.” 

When this bill was first considered by the House committee, a letter was sent 
to the attorney for the Fur Wholesalers Association of America, Inc., by legal 
counsel of the committee assigned to the consideration of this bill, which letter 
read in part as follows: 

“T am glad that you called this defect (requirement for disclosure of the whole- 
saler’s source) to the committee’s attention because the committee members do 
not have any intention of trying to harm in any way the wholesalers and jobbers 
by forcing disclosure on the label of their source of supply.” 

Although the afore-mentioned excerpt from the report of the Senate committee, 
dated February 5, 1951, clearly indicates that it was intended that all wholesalers 
shall have this right of substitution, some doubt has been raised as to whether, 
under the present wording of section 3 (e), this right of substitution will apply in 
connection with the sale by a wholesaler of a fur garment to a retailer within his 
own State. This doubt is created by the insertion of the words ‘“‘in commerce” 
in section 3 (e). It might be argued that the right of substitution by a wholesaler 
of his own label for that of the manufacturer might be permissible only in connec- 
tion with the sale of fur garments which pass “‘in commerce”’ after leaving the 
wholesaler’s place of business. The definition of ‘‘commerce’”’ in section 2 (j) 
would indicate that this requires passage between States. This possible interpre- 
tation would require the wholesaler to retain the manufacturer’s label on garments 
sold within his own State. Many wholesalers in such States as New York, 
Massachusetts, Illinois, California, and several other States make substantial 
sales to retailers within their own State. They should not be deprived of the 
intended right of substitution of their own label for that of the manufacturer. We 
respectfully suggest two possible amendments to section 3 (e). Either the words 
“in commerce” appearing on page 5, line 5, of the bill should be eliminated, or 
section 3 (e) should be amended to read as follows: 

*‘Any person selling, advertising, or offering for sale or processing a fur product 
which is made in whole or in part of fur which has been shipped or received in 
commerce, may substitute for the label affixed to such product, ete.” 

The elimination of the words ‘‘in commerce’”’ will accomplish the desired result 
without affecting the jurisdictional provisions of the bill. Section 3 (b) confers 
jurisdiction on every fur product made in whole or in part of fur which has been 
shipped and received in commerce. This means that a garment sold by a whole- 
saler to a retailer within his own State, which garment was made in whole or in 
part of fur which has been shipped and received in commerce, remains subject 
to the provisions of the proposed bill up to the time that it reaches the ultimate 
consumer. The elimination of the words ‘‘in commerce’’ in section 3 (e) would 
therefore permit the substitution of the wholesaler’s label and not remove control 
over this garment if the garment was made in whole or in part of fur which has 
been shipped and received in commerce. 

There are very few, if any, fur garments sold by manufacturers or wholesalers 
which are not made in whole or in part of furs which came from another State. 
If it is desired that control be maintained even in connection with those garments 
which are made in whole or in part of furs which did not pass in commerce, then 
the alternative suggestion is recommended; that is, that section 3 (e) be amended 
to read as follows: 

** Anv person selling, advertising, or offering for sale or processing a fur product 
which is made in whole or in part of fur which has been shipped or received in 
commerce, may substitute for the label affixed to such product, etc.” 

Although some doubt has been raised as to the right of every wholesaler to 
substitute his own label, such doubt resulting from the inclusion of the words 
“‘in commerce” in section 3 (e), it is respectfully submitted that if the committee 
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feels that section 3 (e) in its present form grants this right of substitution to all 
wholesalers even in connection with sales of fur garments to retailers within their 
own State, then the committee, in its report, should specifically state that this 
right is intended to be given by section 3 (e), subject, of course, to the further 
requirement of section 3 (e) that such substituted label complies with the require- 
ments of section 4 and that ‘‘any person substituting a label shall keep such 
records as will show the information set forth on the label that he removed and 
the name or names of the person or persons from whom such fur product was 
received.” 

The foregoing discussion of section 3 (e) is not to be construed as approval of 
this proposed legislation by the Fur Wholesalers Association of America, Inc. 
On the contrary, this organization joins the other representatives of the fur indus- 
try in opposing this bill in its entirety. It is not necessary to list all of the objec- 
tions to this proposed legislation, and it is intended to submit only those objec- 
tions which we feel will probably not be included in the briefs to be submitted in 
opposition to this bill by representatives of other organizations in the fur industry. 

The proof submitted by the proponents is insufficient to warrant the enactment 
of this drastic legislation. The proof submitted by the proponents of the bill 
does not indicate a sufficient amount of deception, falsification, and misbranding 
to justify this drastic legislation. The proponents’ proof consisted of a compara- 
tively small number of advertisements A reading of the fair trade practice 
rules for the fur industry promulgated by the Federal Trade Commission in 
1938, and still in force, however, will indicate that the descriptions of many of 
the fur garments referred to in these advertisements are in strict accordance with 
these rules. 

The annual reports submitted by the Federal Trade Commission for the fiscal 
years ended June 30, 1947, 1948, 1949, and 1950, indicate that not a single com- 
plaint was issued py the Commission which involved any branch of the fur 
industry. These reports indicate that during the year ended June 30, 1947, 26 
complaints were issued in which respondents were “charged with false and mis- 
leading advertising.”’ For the year ended June 30, 1948, a total of 47 complaints 
were issued based on the same charges. For the year ended June 30, 1949, 35 
complaints were issued. For the year ended June 30, 1950, 72 complaints were 
issued which “charged false and misleading advertising and other types of mis- 
representation.”’ These reports indicate the issuance of a total of 180 complaints 
for false and misleading advertising and other misrepresentation, yet not a single 
complaint involved anv branch of the fur industry. 

We particularly call the committee’s attention to the evidence offered at last 
year’s hearing, which we hope will be offered again at this time, which was sub- 
mitted by Paul W. Majerus, executive secretary of the Associated Fur Industries 
of Chicago His testimony indicated that in an attempt to ascertain the extent 
to which deceptive advertising of fur garments prevailed, his organization com- 
municated with the better business bureaus, chambers of commerce, and State 
departments of agriculture of most of the principal cities of the country and in- 
quired of them as to the number of complaints they had received in recent years of 
deceptive advertising of fur articles. The replies indicated that these bureaus had 
received very few complaints of this type and that, in their opinion, there was very 
little deception or misrepresentation in connection with advertising and sale of 
fur garments. 

Although the proponents of this bill assert that it is intended to protect the 
consumer, it is most significant that not a single representative of any consumer 
organization, association, or league has appeared at any of the hearings before the 
Senate or the House committees in support of this bill. This omission is not an 
oversight. At each hearing the opponents pointed out the absence of any con- 
sumer support. There are many consumer organizations throughout the country, 
and it is reasonable to assume that the proponents of this bill attempted to pro- 
cure the appearance at committee hearings of representatives of these organiza- 
tions. The absence of any consumer representative at any of the former hear- 
ings on this proposed legislation clearly supports the assertions of the opponents 
that the amount of deception in the sale of fur garments is very slight and clearly 
not sufficiently prevalent to require the support of this legislation by any con- 
sumer representative. 


EXISTING LAWS, RULES, AND REGULATIONS AFFORD ADEQUATE PROTECTION TO THB 
CONSUMER 


Under the supervision and guidance of the Federal Trade Commission, repre- 
sentatives of every branch of the fur industry convened a number of years ago; 
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and fair trade practice rules for the fur industry were promulgated by the Fed- 
eral Trade Comn ission on June 17, 1938. The Commission has diligently in- 
sisted upon strict adherence to these rules. Investigations have been conducted 
by the Commission against possible offenders. In most instances the issuance 
of formal complaints was unnecessary because offenders stipulated in writing to 
discontinue the offending practices. It may be advisable and necessary that these 
fair trade practice rules be modified and amended. Every branch of the industry 
has offered to cooperate with the Federal Trade Commission in making such 
modifications as may be indicated by the experience in the years which have 
elapsed since the issuance of these rules. 

It is respectfully submitted that the committee read the fair trade practice 
rules for the fur industry which are now in force \ reading will indicate that 
these rules prohibit practically all of the deceptive practices referred to by the 
proponents of this bill. 

The annual reports of the Federal Trade Commission during the last few years 
indicate a tendency on the part of the Commission to eliminate unfair practices 
by trade conferences and procurement of voluntary cooperation from various in- 
dustries. The following is taken from the 1950 report of the Federal Trade Com- 
mission, page 60: 

“In its continuing program of encouraging voluntary compliance with the laws 
under its jurisdiction, the Commission has consolidated its cooperative pro- 
cedures in the Bureau of Industry Cooperation. gM, 

“In establishing the Bureau, the Commission said it ‘is encouraged by the in- 
creased interest on the part of industry to cooperate in wiping out unfair and de- 
ceptive trade practices and in developing programs which will be in the interest of 
and will be approved by consumers.’ 

“The trade practice conference procedure is designed to bring about law ob- 
servance on an industry-wide basis through the cooperative establishment of rules 
designed to prevent unfair trade practices. The conference plan provides an 
opportunity for industry members and other interested parties, including con- 
sumers, to cooperate with the Commission in effectuating the elimination of un- 
fair methods of competition and other practices harmful to the industry and to the 
consuming public. Of primary concern in the establishment of industry rules is 
the protection of the public from such unfair practices as false and misleading 
advertising and other forms of deception.” 

The report further indicates that during the vear ended June 30, 1950, ‘“‘Rules 
were promulgated for nine industries and existing rules for a tenth industry were 
revised.” 

The report then states at page 69: 

“During the fiscal year, promulgated rules for 166 industries, comprising about 
2,100 separate provisions, were under administration. These rules embrace a 
wide variety of subjects of which the following are illustrative: Misrepresentation 
in various forms, including false and misleading advertising; misbranding 
* * * false invoicing; etc.” 

The reports of years preceding 1950 indicate that rules were promulgated for 


other industries and existing rules prevailing in still other industries were revised 


and extended. 

It is difficult to understand why the Federal Trade Commission, which sup- 
ports the proposed bill, feels that it is necessary that the fur industry be singled 
out and treated differently from many other industries which fair trade practice 
rules have recently been promulgated or modified in order to eliminate trade 
evils. A ; 

Further protection to consumers is afforded by existing laws in every State 
which permits recourse by a consumer to a civi! action for damages sustained 
because of any misrepresentation or other deceptive practice in connection with 
the sale of a fur article. : 

Complaints may also be made to local district attorneys, and where investi- 
gations indicate the perpetration of a fraud, it is reasonable to assume that these 
local law-enforcement agencies will take all necessary steps to punish offenders. 

Most of the States have better business bureaus who have furnished substantia! 
protection to consumers against deceptive practices. The public has learned to 
submit complaints of deception to these bureaus and, where investigation dis- 
closed fraud, these bureaus have taken proper action to prevent a recurrence 
of the fraud and to punish offenders. 

We, therefore, respectfully urge that the proposed bill should not be approved 
bv this committee and should be reported unfavorabiy. In the event that th 


9 


bill is reported favorably, it is urged that section 3 (e) be amended, as herein- 
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before indicated, so that all doubt may be eliminated as to the right of the fur 
wholesaler to substitute his own label for that of the manufacturer on all garments 
sold by him, including those sold by him to a retailer within his own State, or, in 
the alternative, that the committee, in its report, clearly indicate that it is in- 
tended by the present wording of section 3 (e) that wholesalers be permitted to 
substitute their own labels even in connection with the sale of a fur garment to a 
retailer within their own State if the garment is made in whole or in part of fur 
which had been previously “shipped and received in commerce” as provided in 
section 3 (b). 

Respectfully submitted. 

Louis M. Weser, Counsel. 
The CHarrMan. The next witness is Mr. Gold. 
Will you please take the stand and proceed, Mr. Gold? 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES GOLD, GENERAL COUNSEL, MASTER 
FURRIERS’ GUILD OF AMERICA, INC., NEW YORK, N. Y. 


Mr. Gotp. My name is Charles Gold. I am a lawyer practicing 
law in the city of New York, and I represent the Master Furriers’ 
Guild of America, which is a national association of retail furriers and 
has affiliated with it some 16 retail associations in various parts of the 
country. We have associations in Baltimore, Cleveland, New Jersey, 
Spokane, Hartford, Connecticut, Pittsburgh, Portland, Seattle, New 
York City, Kansas City, Peoria, Illinois, Buffalo, Cincinnati, Mil- 
waukee, and Washington, D.C. We are also authorized to speak for 
the Furriers’ Guild of Boston and the Fur Guild of New England. 
Neither one of those associations is a member of the national body. 

Before I proceed with my presentation, I am reminded to tender the 
apologies of Mr. Weber, whose statement was incorportaed in the 
record on the chairman’s motion. He was here Tuesday, Wednesday, 
and Thursday hoping to be called on to testify, but some business in 
New York made it impossible for him to be here today He wanted 
me to convey his apologies. 

The cuild which I represent has been in existence for some 25 vears. 
It was instrumental in the writing of the fair-trade-practice rules of 
the Federal Trade Commission which govern the fur industry. It 
made the request or joined in the request which led to the writing of 
those rules and participated in the writing of the very rules and, as 
a matter of fact, argued vehemently for stronger rules than those 
that were written. 

This guild has campaigned ever since those rules were written for 
compliance and for adherence to high business standards in the retail 
fur industry. The case which was recently commenced by the Com- 
mission, the Hessel case, which made all of the trade papers this very 
week, was started by the Commission at the request of one of our 
New York City affiliates. We have made many requests to the 
Federal Trade Commission to prosecute what we consider to be 
violations of the proper business standards in our industry, and we 
have always looked forward to constructive plans for lifting the 
business standards in the fur industry, and we stand for that and would 
make any contribution to bring that about. 

I am happy to say that at the close of my presentation I have a 
program to offer which we feel would be of considerable help in elim- 
inating many of the evils in the trade. However, I should like to 
address myself at this time to the bill which this committee is 
considering. 
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We oppose that bill, sir. The first reason we have for opposing 
it is that we feel that no salutory purpose would result from the 
enactment of that bill into law. We say it would only increase the 
burdens and responsibilities and concern of the honest merchant; it 
would do nothing to deter the dishonest merchant; it would not 
benefit the consumer. If anything, we think it would given an added 
weapon to the dishonest merchant in perpetrating frauds on the 
public. 

In that connection, I would like to compare for this body the 
requirements of this bill and the requirements of the fair-trade- 
practice rules in the fur industry. 

The bill would call for the true English name of the animal or 
animals that produced the fur. The rules now say that it is an unfair 
practice to make or publish any false statement concerning the name 
or zoological origin of any fur or fur product. That is rule 1—-A and 
also rule 1-B and rule 2. 

Then rule 5 makes it unfair to publish any false statement con- 
cerning the name or geographical origin of the animal from which the 
peltry has been obtained. 

Those are the current rules and have been the rules for 12 years 
and more. 

The second requirement of the bill is that the product, if it contains 
used fur, should be described as containing used fur. What does 
the rule sav? The current rules on that proposition say it is an unfair 
trade practice to sell, offer for sale, used fur garments, including those 
that are rebuilt, unless the fact is clearly indicated in advertising, 
labels, and so forth. That is rule 8. 

The bill would require that the name or other identification of the 
manufacturer or jobber from whom the storekeeper purchased the 
garment should remain on the label even when it is at the retail 
establishment. I want to acknowledge that the Federal Trade Com- 
mission has given me assurance that we need not be concerned about 
that; that the retailer, if he engages to any extent in interstate com- 
merce or offers his merchandise in interstate commerce, probably 
would have the right to substitute his own label for that label. But if 
he has not that right, | should like to point out that that requirement 
would make available to the storekeeper’s consumer all of his sources 
of merchandise and would make it possible for the consumer to bypass 
the storekeeper and purchase her furs at the wholesale level. And 
one of the greatest evils in our trade is the competition from alleged 
wholesale retailers who sell their merchandise to the storekeeper, take 
his 30-, 60-, and 90-day notes, and then proceed immediately there- 
after to compete with him for the consumer trade. A provision of 
that kind would put many retail merchants out of business unless 
Mr. Hanna’s opinion that the retailer can, under certain circumstances, 
easily qualify as a dealer in interstate commerce and substitute his 
own label for that of his source. 

The fourth requirement of the bill is that the label state that the 
product contains bleached or artificially colored fur. What does the 
rule say on that, sir? The present rule says it is an unfair practice 
to fail to disclose in the advertisement, invoice, labels, and tags, that 
fur garments have been blended or dyed to simulate other kinds or 
grades of fur. That is rule 7. It is the current rule. We have had 
that rule for more than 12 years. 
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Mr. Hate. What rule? 

Mr. Gop. Fair trade practice rule promulgated by the Federal 
Trade Commission. A violation of that rule, as the member of this 
committee well knows—knows better than I do—would give rise to all 
of the rights and all of the sanctions and all of the prosecutions that 
the Federal Trade Commission is entitled by law to level at the 
violator. , 

The fifth requirement of the bill is that labels and advertising 
disclose that the fur product is composed in whole or in substantial 
part of paws, small pieces, or scraps when that is the case. What do 
the present rules require? They require, on penalty of being engaged 
in an unfair trade practice, that when you sell or offer for sale garments 
which are made of pieces, tails, paws, or scraps, you so state. That is 
rule 9. 

So I most respectfully submit that everything attempted to be 
enacted in the proposed bill is presently a mandatory requirement 
under the Federal Trade Commission rules governing the fur industry. 

Although I do not like to say this, sir, if the Federal Trade Com- 
mission has presented here some 50, 60, or 80 cases of improper 
advertising, the use of improper names or designations, the failure, if 
it is—I do not know whether it is—the failure to designate a fur coat 
as one that is made of paws or pieces, then I say they have not made a 
presentation in favor of the enactment of this bill; | humbiy submit 
that they have confessed that they have not done the thorough job 
that these rules would have permitted and could easily have been done. 

In that connection, I should like to say that many times during the 
last 12 years when we have presented cases we have been told “If you 
consider that a violation, arrange to purchase a fur coat to be shipped 
across State lines, gather the evidence to prove that these allegations 
or these claims are false.’” Now, | thought a Government agency was 
in a much better position to gather the proof as to the facts of a situa- 
tion than we were. When we have claimed that fur coats have been 
advertised dishonestlyv—and I repeat it, dishonestly—for X dollars 
and that the coat had previously been sold for 2X dollars or 2.5X 
dollars, we were told that that kind of a case could not be prosecuted, 
Now, rule 29 of the fair trade practice rules makes it an unfair practice, 
and with the chairman’s permission, I should like to read the rule. 

Fictitious prices—Rule 29: Offering merchandise for sale at prices purported 
to be reduced from what are in fact fictitious prices or offering merchandise for 
sale at a purported reduction in price when such purported reduction is in fact 
fictitious, with the tendency and capacity or effect of misleading or deceiving 
purchasers, prospective purchasers, or the consuming public, is an unfair trade 
practice. 

Of course, it is an unfair trade practice. It is more than that, sir. 
And for 12 years the law has called it an unfair trade practice. And 
there are hundreds of merchants in this industry—thousands of 
them-——who deplore those false advertisements of price reductions, 
and we have attempted time and again to put a stop to that practice. 
There have been speeches made in gatherings of the industry that 
those advertisements are deceptive and false, and as great as the 
impact has been on honest merchants, as much as we have deplored 
that pragtice, we have not been able to get anyone to take any action 
to have it stopped. And, Mr. Chairman, if you want to know where 
the fraud and deception can be found in the fur industry, it can be 
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found in that one evil. This business of the so-called misuse of trade 
names or fur names fades into insignificance compared to the evil 
I have spotlighted for you, and when 60, 70, 80 advertisements are 
presented here or 60, 70, or 80 names are recited here to this com- 
mittee, the first thing 1 want to say is that the most of those names 
have not been in use for 12 and 15 vears; yet every time we come here 
those names are paraded before this committee as proof that they 
may still be used. I say they may constitute one-thousandth of 
1 percent as compared to all of the fur advertising which takes place 
in the United States. If the chairman please, we claim that the 
fraud which should be attacked is the false claim of price reduction, 
the false claim of greater value at lesser price, the false claim that the 
merchant is a manufacturer and is selling directly to the consumer 
when, as a matter of fact, 99 times out of 100 he does not even make 
his own fur. We claim that those are the evils to which attention 
should be addressed. 

If it is considered desirable to use more accurate language in de- 
scribing a fur coat, I say. that can be done under the fair-trade rules, 
and if it is felt that it cannot be done under the present rules, I say 
let the Federal Trade Commission, with its authority and with its 
power, call a meeting and rewrite the rules and state that you must 
call a rabbit coat a rabbit coat, and that should be the prominent 
language; and any descriptive language you wish to use on that label 
should be subordinate and should even be in smaller type than the 
main language. But do it within the framework of the fair-trade 
rules. Do not stigmatize this industry as if it is made up of a lot 
of cheats and frauds, when the truth of the matter is that not even 
one in a hundred merchants in this trade practice any kind of decep- 
tion. 

I say, then, at such a meeting called by the Federal Trade Com- 
mission it can lay down the requirement that the true English name 
should be used; that descriptive language should be additional lan- 
guage to appear at the foot of a label and not in the title of the fur. 

Then, Mr. Chairman, 1 propose and urge that the Federal Trade 
Commission move expeditiously against violators. | urge that when 
the trade and when honest merchants direct their attention to viola- 
tions they proceed promptly to write a letter of criticism or a letter 
of inquiry, whichever may be indicated, but do it quickly and promptly 
and not 12 or 14 months later. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I made reference to a case which was an- 
nounced in the trade press this verv week. This is the week of April 
16. I want to compliment the Federal Trade Commission for having 
moved, in my experience in fur matters, a great deal more expeditiously 
than it ever has in the past in fur cases. The complaint that we filed 
in this matter, in the Hessel case, was written March 21, 1950—in 
other words, some 12 or 13 months previously. Now, I am not going 
to Sav that the rede ‘al Trade Commission has ail of the money and 
all of the personnel that it needs. I know nothing about those things. 
sut I know if this firm is permitted for 12 months after we file a valid 
complaint against them to continue to perpetrate their devices on the 
public to the pre,udice not alone of the consumer but also of the 
legitimate merchants, that by the time action is taken the trade has 
suffered very substantial losses. 
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I am not going to compare the action takep by the Federal Trade 
Commission with the action, Mr. Chairman, if I may be personal, 
that your lawyer might take if you had a complaint against someone 
who had offended you or aggrieved you. You would want him to 
act within a week or a month at the most and, if satisfaction could 
not be obtained, if you could not get a desist or consent stipulation, 
vou would want your lawyer to institute suit promptly. Now, maybe 
the Commission cannot move more rapidly than 12 months, but if it 
cannot move more rapidly now under these rules in an airtight case, 
then I say, sir, that the laws that this committee may undertake to 
write will not get better compliance or achieve more decent, fair, 
ethical business standards or legal requirements than we get now In 
the fur trade under the fair trade practice rules, 

What we need sorely here, Mr. Chairman—perhaps the Commission 
needs money; perhaps it ne eds an e xpansion of its personnel; I do not 
know—what we need in this industry is quick enforcement, quick 
prosecution, because when 12 months pass and the culprit has been 
violating decent standards and then the Commission files its complaint 
and that long, slow tedious process goes on, by the time he has been 
found in violation and is ready to desist in his practices, another chap 
has picked up that same scheme and the same methods, and the trade 
once again finds itself suffering under the same handicaps. But if 
those fellows could be nailed down quickly, promptly, I assure you we 
would have no great concern; no branch of the trade would have any 
concern; the consumer would have no complaint. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I hear complaints in this industry and I hear 
them on occasion from consumers, and I have never heard the com- 
plaint vet—I want to withdraw that; | have not heard the complaint 
in the last 10 or 12 years from a woman that she thought she was 
buying one fur and she got another. I only regret that there are not 
on this eommittee three or four Congresswomen, because I think you 
would find out quickly enough from them that no woman in this day 
and age is deceived about the kind of fur she gets. But I am willing 
to go along. | say if this committee feels and ‘if the Commission feels 
that a woman sometimes wagons she is getting X fur when she is really 
getting Y fur, that true or, better, ‘that the English name—let me 
put it that way—can be se lode dthat way. The retail fur industry 
is willing to go along with a program of that kind. 

One further word of caution. I say a labeling bill under the law 
will give the dishonest merchant an additional weapon. I say you 
will de-emphasize the important thing in the sale of furs, and that is 
the reliability of the merchant, and you will empbas‘ze something 
that does not exist; you will be emphasizing an alleged st indardi- 
zation in furs, and you cannot find it. One muskrat coat can differ 
from another as day differs from night, and the poor quality, the 
quality that a smart, well-dressed woman would not think of buying 
or using, can be labeled under this bill in the same way as a fine one 
can, and the woman who in the past may have sought out a reliable 
furrier as an assurance of fair treatment and fair value and good quality 
will be deceived into relying on a label which will read ‘Genuine north- 
ern muskrat coat, labeled pursuant to Federal labeling laws.’ I say 
sir, | harken back to the street corner medicine man that I heard when 
[ was no taller than 3 feet tall. He was selling some sort of medicine, 
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and he said ‘‘Now, look here. Everything I tell you must be the 
truth. This is labeled under the United States health law, and you can 
read it for yourself.’’ And he held the bottle down to someone or 
other and said “Do you see that, sir?” I say that is a device that the 
dishonest merchant can use, and I say that that information gives the 
woman no assurance of quality, no assurance of value. It does not 
illuminate the facts one bit. 

Yet I go this far: if the Commission feels that it would aid and 
assist the consuming public, I can see absolutely no harm in having 
it read that way, in having the rules of the Commission amended in 
that manner, and | would recommend that all steps should be taken 
within the framework of the fair trade rules of the Federal Trade 
Commission for the over-all industry. 

[ thank you. 

Mr. Wotverton. Do the rules of the Trade Commission at the 
present time require any type of labeling to be placed on the garment? 

Mr. Gorip. I would not think that they do, but I do say that it 
requires a disclosure of the facts with reference to dyeing, blending, 
pieces, paws, and matters of that kind. If J may answer directly, if 
you consider that desirable and it is not presently in the rules, the 
retail fur industry will subscribe to that recommendation. Again, we 
recommend that if those things are needed, we go along with them. 

I will enlarge on that so that no one here can think that later on I 
will argue that it is not needed. I will enlarge now and say that if the 
rules do not require it, it should be required. 

Mr. Douuiver. By “it,” you refer to the label? 

Mr. Gorn. Labeling the coats. 

Mr. Wotverron. The fundamental purpose of this bill is to require 
labeling. Even though you assume that the rules at the present time 
are sufficient to protect a customer, what objection would vou have 
if there should be a statute requiring it, with particular reference to 
labeling the garment with respect to the actual fur that is used? 


Mr. Goin. I have a number of objections, but my main objection 
is that to enact a law of this kind stigmatizes an entire industry. 

Mr. Wotverton. No; I do not think it stigmatizes anybody. 
Certainly that is not the intention. The purpose is to warn the cus- 
tomer. 

Now, you have pointed out that where there is deception the 
Federal Trade Commission could take action against the person who 
is guilty of the deception, but when you figure that thousands and 
thousands and thousands of articles are sold every year, do you not 
realize it would be an impossibility to depend entirely upon prosecu- 
tions? It seems to me to be an insurmountable task that you would 
seek to lay upon the Federal Trade Commission. But the label would 
be a warning or a notice to the purchaser as to what he or she is 
actually getting. 

Now, you are aware of the fact that an action would lie against a 
railroad company, for instance, that was negligent at a crossing, and 
a suit would lie against it by the individual who was injured, but you 
would not for a moment argue that it would be wise, therefore, to 
take down a warning sign at the crossing which stated “Stop, look, 
and listen; would you? 

Mr. Gop. Oh, I certainly would not. 
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Mr. Wotverton. That is what, in my opinion, this labeling law 
seeks to accomplish. It seeks to place before the consumer actual 
knowledge of what he is purchasing. It may be, as you say, that some 
of these furs have not been used for years. Whether that be so or 
not, I do not know, but when you say it is Arctic seal on a label and, 
as a matter of fact, it is rabbitskin, do you not think the customer 
ought to be told it is rabbitskin? 

Mr. Gop. I certainly do not subscribe to the use of such a term 
without enlightening the customer. As a matter of fact, I do not 
think the term should be used at all, sir. It should be described for 
what it is, and the other name is clearly a violation of the rules. 

Mr. Wotverton. Whether these phrases are used now or not is 
immaterial to me. The fact that they can be used is the important 
thing and that results in the necessity for this legislation. 

I am very familiar with the Wool Labeling Act. I was a member 
of this committee when it was passed. There were many objections 
raised to it on the part of the trade. I do not hear any objections 
now with the law in effect, and it does assist the purchaser in knowing 
what he buys. For instance, if I buy a suit of clothes, the label will 
carry on it a certam percentage of wool or rayon or any other material 
that enters into it. The label will also indicate whether it is virgin 
wool or whether it is reworked wool. But I have my choice, and 
when I make my purchase I can make it in the light of the actual 
garment I am getting. But when you call a garment Arctic seal 
when, as a matter of fact, it is manufactured from rabbit, or if you 
call it Baltic seal when it is actually manufactured from Australian 
rabbit, or bay seal, which to my mind would carry the thought of 
Hudson Bay, when, as a matter of fact, it is rabbit, I cannot see 
any justification for that, nor do I believe you do, judging by your 
testimony. 

The point, therefore, resolves itself into this; what wrong is done to 
the fur industry or what stigma is placed on the fur industry when a 
label is pinned on that coat which says rabbitskin and then some 
description such as you state as to the type of processing or dyeing 
that has gone on to prepare the garment for sale? The fact remains 
that the individual who purchases that coat knows he is getting a 
rabbitskin coat. 

Just imagine the unfortunate situation the average husband would 
be in who should be fortunate enough to have the money to buy a 
seal coat and he takes it home and, with great pride, advises his wife 
she is getting a seal coat, and then, by some means or other, she finally 
finds out her husband has passed off on her a rabbitskin coat. Can 
you imagine the feeling that would exist there? Certainly we ought 
to do something to protect those good husbands who have plenty 
of money and who wish to do something worth while for their loving 
wives by giving a them sealskin coat. They should be protected from 
unwittingly giving them a rabbitskin coat instead. 

Mr. Do.tutver. That is an entirely new slant on the bill from the 
idea I had. 

Mr. Wotverton. Heretofore my chief objection or difficulty in 
buying fur garments was the lack of finances to purchase the type I 
would feel my wife was entitled to. But now when I find, even with 
good intent, instead of delivering a seal coat to her, I might deliver 
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a rabbitskin coat to her, I think the possibility of this gives me a far 
more plausible reason for hesitating to give a coat as a present. 

Mr. Goip. Would you buy your furs in Washington? 

Mr. Woxverton. Not necessarily. 

Mr. Goup. Well, my opinion is that you would find right here in 
the city of Washington, with perhaps one exception, that you could 
walk into any of these stores and you would find scrupulous honesty 
prevails. We have some stores in this town, sir, that have standards 
that could be envied by bankers. You have my assurance. 

Mr. Wotverton. I hope I have said nothing that indicates any 
lack of regard upon my part for these high-class stores of which you 
speak. 

Mr. Goup. No; you have not. 

Mr. Wo.tverton. When you use the term “sable,’’ and it turns out 
to be rabbit, is there any justification for that? 

Mr. Goup. Well, sir, | have my doubts that term is used. 

Mr. Wotverron. Assuming that it has been, and I assume it has 
been used because these phrases have been given to us by the United 
States Department of Agriculture which, I assume, would not make 
those statements if they were not true, and now, assuming that it is 
true, can it be justified? 

Mr. Goup. No, sir; it certainly cannot. 

Mr. Woxtverton. Well then, representing this important industry 
as you do, would you not be willing to turn your attention, not so 
much to the criticism of the proposed statute, but to helping this 
committee to do the thing that it seems should be done, and which the 
committee desires to do? 

Mr. Gop. -Congressman Wolverton, may I ask this 

Mr. Wo.tverton. Just a moment. 

Mr. Goup. I am sorry. 

Mr. Wotverton. We have had before this committee a repre- 
sentative of the American Fur Merchants Association, a representative 
of the Association of the Fur Industry of Chicago, a representative of 
the Cleveland Fur Institute, a representative of the Fur Dressers and 
Dyers Association, and the Associated Fur Manufacturers, Ine., and 
there have been many others whose statements have been filed. 

I have been impressed by the great number of trade associations 
that have appeared, either by representatives or through statements 
filed with this committee. 

Now, with all those organizations, each acclaiming the desire to 
protect the consumer, why is it not possible for these organizations, 
each one of which has been represented by a lawyer, to come in here 
with a bill and say, “Gentlemen of the committee, we appreciate the 
objective that you are seeking to attain. We are conscious, however, 
that with this proposed bill you are not accomplishing what you wish. 
We wish to help you on the basis of the experience that we have had. 
We are desirous of attaining the same objectives as you. Here is a 
bill that will do it.” 

Why do you not come in here with something of that kind? 

Mr. Goup. Congressman, that is not the first time the question 
has been asked. 

Mr. Wotverton. You are right, and [ am going to keep on asking it. 

Mr. Goup. The suggestion was made in like manner in previous 
hearings. 
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I am frank to tell you, Congressman Wolverton, that I myself 
differ as to the comparative efficacy of the proposed fur-labeling bill 
with that of the wool-labeling bill. A woman or a man reading a 
label on a wool garment of any kind can get enough information to 
help him or her make a decision as to the desirability of purchasing 
that garment. It tells the consumer whether it is all wool, part 
wool and part rayon, or whether there is cotton in it, and to what 
extent. It tells him whether it is virgin, or reprocessed wool, but a 
label telling a woman that she is buying a muskrat coat will tell her 
nothing more than she already knows, and I respectfully submit, sir 

Mr. O’Hara. How does she know? 

Mr. Gotp. I respectfully submit, sir, that the large bulk of the stores 
in this country already label their coats and have labeled their coats 
for vears. That statement has been made here—not that I have 
examined all the stores myself. I heard that statement made in this 
meeting room through the vears by trade representatives who should 
know, department store representatives, and others, and I say that 
the retail trade has no objection to making it mandatory, if it is not 
now mandatory, that every coat carry such a label, but I deplore that 
this congressional committee finds itself believing it necessary to 
impose criminal penalties, and criminal penalties which onlv the 
honest merchant—and thev are by far the overwhelming majority in 
this industry—will be concerned about, and the cheats and the frauds 
will not be worried about. 

There is no need in this industry, sir, to pass a bill that carries the 
onus and the stigma of criminal penalties when vou will not find more 
than one in perhaps two or three hundred merchants, who will stoop 
to fraudulent devices. 

That fraud, I respectfully submit, is not in the nomenclature but it 
is the misrepresentation of the value. 

I am not impressed at all, sir—and I say it humbly and I say it 
respectfully—by the submission here to this committee of 60 or 70 
names without the fixing of dates, where they were used, without the 
admission by the Federal Trade Commission—and perhaps they have 
admitted it—that in the 12 years that we have had these fair trade 
rules there has been at least a 95 percent improvement in the industry 
standards. I say 95 percent, and I respectfully submit to you, sir, 
that I sincerely believe that is an understatement because before these 
rules were promulgated you could pick up any newspaper in any city 
during a winter season and you would find on every page dozens and 
dozens of false statements about the fur being offered. I am awfully 
sorry, sir, that I do not have here to show you a newspaper published, 
say, 14 or 15 vears ago in the heart of the winter so I could compare it 
to the newspapers published last winter or the winter of 1948, when 
these hearings were first getting under way. I am sure, Congressman 
Wolverton, you would say to me—‘‘Mr. Gold, that is an understate- 
ment.” 

I am the first one to criticize the frauds and the cheats who make it 
practically impossible for an honest merchant to make a living because 
they give the consumer the idea that by patronizing them they can 
save 40, 50, and 60 percent on the purchase price. 

Mr. Wotverton. Do you consider there are frauds and cheats in 
the business? 
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Mr. Goup. There certainly are, sir, and I was the one who demanded 
that the better business bureau call a meeting in New York City. 

Mr. Wotverton. Do vou consider that the number is sufficient to 
preclude the honest merchants from making a living? 

Mr. Goup. That is true, sir, but you are not addressing yourself 
to the evil. 

Mr. Wotverrton. If that be the case, then it would seem that this 
legislation before us might be helpful to the honest fur dealer. 

Mr. Goutp. Congressman Wolverton, I know that you would like 
for me to agree with you, sir, especially if I felt that way. You 
would not if I do not feel that way, 1 know that, and I would like to 
make the members of this committee happy, but the truth of the mat- 
ter is you are not attacking in this bill the evil in the trade. That is 
not what any one retailer or manufacturer or farmer or consumer 
suffers from. 

Mr. Wotverrton. If you were sitting on this side of the rostrum 
instead of in the witness chair, and had the same desire that we have 
and we assume you have, from your testimony, what kind of bill 
would you suggest? 

Mr. Goxp. I would say this: I know that a legislative committee 
prides itself on its accomplishments. It likes to enact good legisla- 
tion, and once it has proposed what it considers good legislation it 
wishes to enact it. I recognize that. 

I sav to you that there is no legislation that would solve our prob- 
lem. Our problem can be solved quickly by the Federal Trade Com- 
mission prosecuting those merchants who make false claims that 
they are manufacturers and selling directly to the consumer; those 
merchants who claim to be selling $1,000 fur coats for $500, when it is 
not the truth. There you see the evil in this trade. 

Mr. Wotverron. I recognize that as an evil, but I still ask you, 
what would you do if you were on this committee to accomplish the 
objective that you think is proper? 

Mr. Goup. So far as it is within the province of this committee, 
I would, seated where you are, sir, direct or ask—whichever is the 
legal approach—the Federal Trade Commission to give its attention 
to these price violations that have been taking place, and perhaps 
vote them some more money to do it. 

Mr. Wotverron. Since you feel that it would be the Federal 
Trade Commission that should take action, do you have any sug- 
gestions to make to this committee as to how we can strengthen the 
hands of the Federal Trade Commission? 

Mr. Goxp. If I had a recommendation, sir, it would only be in 
connection with the false representations of selling by an alleged 
manufacturer directly to the consumer, and the false representation 
of values which are exaggerated and which have been admitted to be 
false. 

Mr. Wotvertron. What practical suggestion do you have to make 
to the committee as to how the Federal Trade Commission could be 
made aware of the violations that exist? 

Mr. Goup. I know that representatives of the Commission are 
aware now. 

Mr. Wotverron. In view of that fact, Mr. Chairman, may I ask 
who is here from the Federal Trade Commission? 

Mr. Miuier. I am here with Mr. Hannah. 
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Mr. Wotverrton. I would like to ask members of the Commission, 
in view of the importance that you attach to your jurisdiction and the 
rules that you have formulated, is there any power, any right, that 
would enable the Federal Trade Commission at this time to require 
that a label such as this bill seeks to provide should be placed upon 
garments for sale? 

Mr. Mituer. Mr. Congressman, there is general legal opinion to 
the effect that we do not have the authority to require mandatory 
labeling. There is a very slight area in which perhaps the Commis- 
sion could, in a proper case, on finding hold that in the particular case 
the evil resulted proximately from the lack of a label, and the Com- 
mission could make provision in a cease and desist order of a type 
that in that particular case a label would be required. But that is 
far from the general labeling provisions that would be necessary in 
relation to fur. 

We did not have that full authority in relation wool, and that was 
one of the reasons that led to the passage of the wool production 
labeling act. 

I also have some statements to make in regard to other reasons 
why we cannot at present reach this evil that this bill is intended to 
reach adequately, and I shall be available to the committee to discuss 
that point. 

Mr. Wotverrton. I can very readily see how impractical it is to 
expect that the Federal Trade Commission should be aware of all the 
deceitful representations made, even fraud that is committed. The 
very purpose of these designations is to deceive the customer to the 
customer may be unaware “of the fact that instead of wearing a seal 
coat she is wearing a rabbit coat, and when she pays for a seal coat 
she has only a rabbit coat. 

Now, to me, it is impracticable to expect the Commission itself 
to be aware of each individual instance and start prosecutions. That 
is hardly worth giving the consideration that you are placing upon it, 
Mr. Gold. It would seem to be that a great evil could be greatly 
remedied by making every purchaser aware of the fact that instead of 
getting a seal coat they are getting a rabbit coat, by saying so on the 
label. 

Yesterday, I think it was, one of the witnesses said, “Certainly you 
would not deny us the right to be glamorous in our advertising.”’ 

His thought was based upon the right, because of competition, to 
be glamorous and attractive in advertising. I would not like to 
think he thought it should go to the extent of calling a rabbit skin a 
seal skin, or a rabbit skin a fox skin, and I do not understand why, if 
your association is so anxious to break up this evil, that you would 
object to any power that is given to the Federal Trade Commission in 
addition to what they already have to meet this situation in an 
adequate way. 

Good business organizations in your association all stand for what 
is best in the industry, and why not help us and say, “Yes, give us 
all the law you want to. We are satisfied that the majority of us are 
honest; and we want to get the cheaters out of the business so that 
we can make a decent living. Give us a law. Give the Federal 
Trade Commission power to do these things.”’ 

It would seem to me that attitude would be far more consistent in 
your appearance before this committee than your coming merely pro- 
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testing, and I believe sincerely you desire better business practices, 
and at the same time objecting to any additional power that the 
Federal Trade Commission finds it should have. 

Mr. Govp. I do not know whether this is possible, but my position 
with reference to having the Commission compel the labeling remains 
unaltered; but if they do not have the power to do it, sir, I would go 
along with the recommendation that their power, even if it must be 
limited to our industry, be enlarged so that we can have such meeting; 
in other words, I want to get away from a law which stigmatizes this 
trade, which imposes criminal penalties, which says to an honest 
merchant, “You better stay up nights; one of your people in the 
bookkeeping department in the office may have pushed a label onto 
the wrong garment; you better check everything that is done here 
because condemnation is possible, criminal penalties are involved, 
and things of that kind.” 

I go along with the recommendation, sir, that a law be phrased in 
such manner that the Commission will have the power, which Mr. 
Miller says it does not have at present, to require the labeling. But 
I think the balance of the bill, particularly the portions that lay down 
these severe penalties—which in my humble opinion will not get rid 
of the cheat at all—should be stricken from the bill. 

Mr. Wotverton. Do you think any honest bookkeeper could make 
the mistake of putting a label on a coat, ‘‘seal,’”’? when in fact it was 
rabbit? 

Mr. Gotp. I do not think an honest bookkeeper who knows any- 
thing about fur would do it. 

Mr. WotvertTon. You just said that would be possible. 

Mr. Govp. It might happen. 

Mr. Worverron. And he would be subject to a fine. It could 
happen? 

Mr. Goxrp. It might happen. 

Mr. Wotverton. With the smartness that has been displayed 
before this committee with respect to the fur industry, it indicates to 
me that even a bookkeeper in the fur industry would know the 
difference between seal and rabbit. 

Mr. Gotp. I think you are right, sir. I think that not only would 
the bookkeeper know it, I think, as I have said repeatedly, the women 
who buy furs would know it. 

Mr. Wotverron. I cannot agree with you that far. If you 
thought that a consumer, a woman who purchases, is fully able to 
evaluate the value of a skin, you would not put “‘seal’’ on a “rabbit” 
coat. 

Mr. Gop. Of course, when you are speaking of fully evaluating 
fur, sir 

Mr. Wotverton. The very fact you will term a garment a seal 
when in fact it is a rabbit is an indication that the person who does 
that knows that the consumer will not know the difference, would not 
have sufficient knowledge. 

Mr. Goup. Congressman Wolverton, I say to you again that thie 
committee has been led into a number of opimions that are not 
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warranted by the facts. There is not that much use of misnomers at 
all, and the names that you have used, in my opinion, have been 
employed many vears ago and a few on rare occasions are used now. 
They violate the present rules, and when it came to the Commission’s 
attention, desist orders could have been obtained promptly. The use 
of those names in newspapers automatically gives the Commission 
jurisdiction. 

Mr. Wotverron. I am only one of the committee, but whenever I 
get into a position where | can afford a royal pastel mink coat to give 
to my wife, | want it to be mink and not rabbitskin. 

Mr. Goin. You can be quite sure, Congressman Wolverton, that is 
what it will be, and I am quite certain there is no merchant, even 
though | charge some with being great frauds, who would attempt to 
pass off a rabbit coat as a pastel mink. 

Mr. O’Hara. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Gold makes something of his 
argument that this would stigmatize the fur industry. 

Well now, you and I do not feel that way about laws against rob- 
beries, rapes, or murders, or other criminal laws do we? We do not 
feel that is a reflection upon us, but a necessary imposition of the rules 
of order for society, is that not true? 

Mr. Gop. Yes; in those respects that is true. 

Mr. O'Hara. Is not that true of the penalvy provisions in this act? 

Mr. Govp. I differ with you, sir. 

Mr. O'Hara. Let me ask you this: There is no present provision 
for criminal penalty for the violators of mislabeling or misnaming 
fur coats, is there? 

Mr. Gop. Under the rules, I would say not. There are certain 
things such as fines and contempt. 

Mr. O'Hara. But this does provide for a fine of $5,000 and for a 
year in jail, or both, does it not? 

Mr. nae That is right. 

Mr. O’Hara. Which would be prosecuted, not by the Federal 
Trade Commission, but by “4 Attorney General, is that not true? 

Mr. Gotp. That is right, 

Mr. O’Hara. Would you yn to advertise a dyed marmot mink 
was fair advertising? 

Mr. Gop. I would say that it was unfair. 

Mr. O’Hara. Would you say an advertisement in a Washington paper 
as of January 12, 1951, would be a reasonably late advertisement? 

Mr. Goup. I would say that it would be. 

Mr. O’Hara. I would like to offer for the record an advertisement 
in the Washington Evening Star of January 12, 1951, of an establish- 
ment here in Washington. 

Mr. Wotverron. I do not suppose you intend to include the name 
of the establishment? 

Mr. O’Hara. I do not care to do that, but I would like to show the 
advertisement, and then I have another advertisement of the same 
date in the same newspaper referring to mink-dyed marmot. 

(The advertisements referred to are as follows:) 
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[From the Washington Evening Star, January 12, 1951] 


JANUARY SALE or Furs—SavINGs UP 


Midnight blue dyed mouton lamb coat.......- Se ine Se hae eee 
Grey Chinese kidskin coat 

Brown-dyed caracul lamb coat__- 

Grey-dyed caracul lamb coat 

Black-dyed Persian paw coat 

Mink-dyed marmot coat 

Silver blue dyed muskrat coat 

Northern back dyed muskrat 

Sheared raccoon coat 

Letout dyed muskrat coat ; 

Sable-dyed squirrel] coat__ -- eUees Teer 3 

Natural grey squirrel 

Dyed China mink coat : 

Natural grey Persian lamb coat__- - Sinaia 
Black-dyed Persian lamb coat 

1l-stripe sheared_ beaver coats 

Natural ranch mink coat 

Letout-dyed China mink coat 


CAPES AND JACKETS 


Grey Chinese kidskin cape . ae wdodicws ne 
Sable-dyed squirrel cape — vegiabet ielieds 
Sable-dyed muskrat jecket 

Natural wild mink cape 


Prices plus tax. 
A small deposit will reserve your selection. 


[From the Washington Evening Star, January 12, 


JANUARY 


The most sensational sale event in our 45-year career. 
quality is finer—savings are greater. 
genuine William Rosendorf original 
See these lovely furs in our new salon, 


All sales final. 


Coats: 
Mouton-dyed lamb : ae = 
Gray Chinese kidskin =e nail ° 
Black-dyed Persian paw ‘ * 

Dyed marmot mink 4 Bo ded nl de jebcad 

Dyed Russian weasel 

Blended northern back muskrat 

Silver blue-dyed muskrat-__. ‘ 

Natural-sheared raccoon iota 

Black Persian lamb SNIRERE =e adedebdndad 
Sable-dyed squirrel_-_--- 4 J FTP AE , 

Dyed fitch coat ; a 

L. O. blended muskrat Racha aik Sind e" 
Natural gray Persian lamb Renwtbtenisidanie ‘ hina 
Dyed China mink ; 4 ts Ma 
Sheared Canadian beaver ; TRS 1 
Safari Alaska seal ; “de 
Let-out-dyed China mink -- ’ i -_ pete see a 

Capes, jackets and stoles 
Dyed Russian weasel capes phhewataiblgwntte 
Gray kidskin capes and jackets ea 
Sable-dyed squirrel capes ‘ 

Silver blue-dyed muskrat jackets ee 
American broadtail jackets (processed lamb 

Black Persian lamb jackets 

Let-out-dyed China mink capes 

Natural blue and ranch mink stoles 

Natural wild ranch and silver blue mink capes 


Scarfs 
4-skin dyed kilinsky , 
3-skin dyed baum martens 
3-skin natural baum martens 
3-skin natural stone martens ‘ 
3-skin dyed Hudson Bay sables a 
3-skin natural Hudson Bay sables-- 
3-skin natural Russian sables 


All prices plus tax. 


TO 


no “odds and ends,”’ 
and compare the savings Our prices give you. 


i, Ort 


Charge accounts invited. 


1951] 


Fur SaLe—25 To 50 Percent Orr 





$125 
| 135 
195 


695 


Selections are wider 


ho 


And every fur in our entire collection is a 
‘special purchases.’ 


Regular | January 


price sale price 


$195 
225 


245 


205 | 


325 


345 | 


346 
395 
395 


445 








—} ———___— 
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Mr. O'Hara (handing advertisements to witness). Would you call 
that fair advertising? 

Mr. Gotp. Under the present rules that is fair advertising. 

Mr. O’Hara. That is fair? 

Mr. Gop. That is the way the rules were written, with the assist- 
ance and under the supervision of the Federal Trade Commission. 

Mr. O’Hara. What would a mink-dyed marmot coat be? What 
would be the basic structure? 

Mr. Gop. It would be marmot fur. 

Mr. O’Hara. There is a lot of controversy over calling marmots 
these various things in the industry. 

Mr. Goip. Marmot, J believe, is the right name, sir, and T do know 
that in the trade among the furriers they will sometimes call it a 
“marmink,’’ but that is the jargon of the trade. 

1 will repeat the opinion J expressed—dyed marmot mink is defi- 
nitely an improper practice. I am also willing to go a step further, 
Mr. O’Hara. When you ask me do I consider mink-dy ed marmot 
fair advertising—and that is the question that vou askedsir? 

Mr. O'Hara. Yes. 

Mr. Goup. Under the present rules it is permitted, but I, for one, 
would like to see a clearer description and the trade would have no 
objection to it. 

Mr. Hesevron. I have been interested in this copy of a fur publica- 
tion, and right at this point I think the record might show that the 
description of American mink is as follows: “The peer of the mink 
family which under most circumstances stands up well. They have 
had good service.” 

Then marmot, which is involved in this discussion, is described this 
way: “Long hair quality has fair serviceability. The shorter hair 
has no serviceability.” 

It seems to me that you brought out the use of the word “mink” 
can very well deceive a person into thinking that it is the peer of 
everything in the fur industry, when as a matter of fact, they may be 
getting something of low serviceability, or definitely unseasonable. 

Mr. Gotp. May I say, Mr. Congressman, that you can find mink 
of very poor quality and it will be genuine mink and will not stand up 
and not have the appearance of fine mink. That is the reason that 
I say a labeling law in the fur industry will not give the benefit that it 
gave in the wool industry, because it does not disclose a single solitary 
fact with reference to quality. 

Mr. O'Hara. Mr. Gold, I note in the Better Business Bureau in 
Chicago that they have ruled that marmot should not be advertised 
as mink-dyed weasel. That is in the Women’s Wear Daily of Septem- 
ber 13, 1950. 

I refer to this because Mr. Majuris the other day gave the impression 
that there was no false advertising in Chicago. I do not know that he 
meant it that way, but I got that impression. 

The news item reads as follows: 

The name “marmot” is not mink-dyed Russian weasel according to the informa- 
tion supplied by the Chicago Better Business Bureau by authorities in the field, 
These experts claim that the term ‘“mink-dyed Russian weasel” is currently being 
used deceptively by some furriers who were describing marmot. 

Is that a practice to which your attention has also been called, Mr. 
Gold? 
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Mr. Goxp. I cannot say that I have heard of that use, but I would 
subscribe to the opinion, though I am not an expert on furs, that 
marmot—that is just what it is, and it should be advertised as marmot 
I have heard it described as “‘marmink.’’ As a matter of fact, | have 
been confused on occasion as to which is the proper designation. 

I should like to make clear, gentlemen, that my activity as counsel 
for this group is by far less than my major activity. I do not have 
the familiarity with furs that some of the witnesses you have had her: 
in the past have had. You had a man by the name of Max Bachrach 
about a year or two ago. He is an author on furs. He has a close 
and intimate knowledge of furs and of the entire industry, and the 
breeding of animals for furs. 

Mr. O’Hara. I suppose you are familiar with Mr. Hugh Jackson, the 
head of the Better Business Bureau of New York. 

Mr. Goup. | certainly am. 

Mr. O'Hara. May I call your attention to what he is quoted as 
having said in the Women’s Wear Daily of December 13, 1950. 1 
believe that that was at a fur meeting in New York 

Mr. Gop. That is right. 

Mr. O’Hara. I will quote Mr. Jackson as be is quoted in this issue. 


In my opinion, the consuming public has no confidence in furs. 

Mr. Gop. He tells why, sir. 

Mr. O’Hara. The National Fur Forum, sponsored by the New York 
Fur Club was told 

The opinion of Hugh Jackson, head of the Better Business Bureau of New York 
and it goes on quoting him as follows: 

Lack of confidence results from several factors; Mr. Jackson stated. Mostly it is 
lack of stability caused by the tremendous and constant price changes. 

Mr. Gop. That is correct. 

Mr. O’Hara. That is what he said. 

Mr. Goup. Exactly. 

Mr. O’Hara. He said: 

‘he ones who suffer because of this situation are not the consumers, but you, the 
fur trade. 

Then he goes on to say this: 

This is not solely the responsibility of the retailer but of the whole industry 
It belongs to all of vou. The solution is getting rid of the unscrupulous advertis- 
ing, exaggerated claims and the like, not with outside interests like the Better 
Business Bureau and the departments, but with the trade. If the fur trade 
wants to do something about cleaning up their own industry which remains to be 
seen, we stand ready to cooperate— 

Mr. Jackson concluded. 

Of course, it is true when the buying public loses confidence in an 
article, or in any trade, that is the worst thing that could happen to 
the trade, is that not true? 

Mr. Gop. That is right, sir. 

Mr. O’Hara. Is it not a fair statement to say that because of past 
experience most people are very wary of buying a fur coat, or an 
expensive fur garment? 

Mr. Gop. I would say that they are wary to the point of recogniz- 
ing they must patronize reputable firms. 
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Mr. O’Hara. To the uneducated, there are too many who are not 
reputable firms for the public to fall into their hands; is that not true? 

Mr. Gop. No; I do not believe that there are so many unethical 
furriers. I made my own opinion clear in that regard. There are 
some. We deplore it and we attack them and we would like either to 
eliminate them or eliminate the practices complained of. 

Mr. O’Hara. Do you prosecute within your own organization your 
own membership? 

Mr. Gotp. We have a code of ethics which a member must sub- 
scribe to. We have rejected applications. As a matter of fact, we 
were threatened with suit by a firm that I think later was prosecuted 
by the Federal Trade Commission because we refused to entertain 
their application for membership. 

We are not all ignorant of the advantages of having an honorable 
trade and building a reputation with the consumer for ethical prac- 
tices, Congressman O’Hara. | say if the practices Mr. Jackson makes 
reference to continue eventually the honorable merchants will benefit, 
if he can wait that long, because the public gets sufficiently disgusted in 
trying to find that elusive, impossible bargain. She will find that it is 
worth her while to pay the fair price and deal with the honorable mer- 
chant. The trouble is that we cannot wait that long. 

Mr. O’Hara. That is the way we feel, too. 

How long has your business association been in business? 

Mr. Gop. For 25 years, sir. 

Mr. O’Hara. You have not been able to eliminate some of these 
things which you yourself say are bad. 

Mr. Gouip. Congressman O’ Hara, if I may put it this way, you are a 
new arrival to the fur scene. 

Mr. O’Hara. I think that I started about 1947, and I do take some 
credit because if the fact that some of this advertising has been a lot 
better since we started hearings on the first fur bill. 

Mr. Gop. Congressman O'Hara, I anticipated you would say that. 

Mr. O’Hara. Yes. 

Mr. Go.p. The record will disclose that I wanted to compare ad- 
vertising 15 vears ago with the advertising of last winter, and then I 
altered my statement and said that I would like to compare it with the 
1948 advertising, thinking that you would say—‘‘Well, 1950 began to 
reflect my influence.’ Well, sir, you may take this as my proposal, 
that vou examine 1946 advertising and compare it to 1936 advertising, 
and I know, Congressman O'Hara, that you will promptly admit to me 
that there has been a tremendous improvement, even before you pro- 
posed fur labeling—a 95 percent improvement. 

Mr. O'Hara. Would you permit me to say that sometime in the 
evening, in the wintertime, I used to read the fur advertisements 
because I thought they could out-Hollywood Hollywood in their exag- 
gerated and flamboyant statements. It was really a most entertaining 
thing to sit down and to be carried into the area of make believe, | 
thought, by reading some of those fur advertisements. They were as 
deceptive as they could be, and you would confess that they were de- 
ceptive, but some working girl, or poor person saving money and starv- 
ing in order to buy a fur coat would walk into one of these sharp- 
practice places, and after having been glamorized by the advertise- 
ments in the paper, get stuck for a cheap, no-good garment at a fairly 











156 FUR LABELING 


substantial price. That is one of the reasons I made up my mind, and 
it has been a long fight, that I was going to try to do something about 
it if | could, 

Mr. Gold, what | have tried to do is with complete respect to the 
fine people in the industry. I know some of them, and they are as 
high-class merchants as there are, but there are some of them that 
are as fraudulent in their intentions as they can be, and I think that 
we have to protect the public from that class of people in your industry. 

Mr. Gop. Congressman O’Hara, I know that you have made the 
suggestion that members of the trade have opposed this bill. They 
have been misled as to its content. 

Mr. O’Hara. I know that is true in some instances. 

Mr. Gotp. Congressman O’Hara, I would like to say this to you: 
There have been meetings of groups in various parts of the country, 
some of which were affiliated with the national body, some of which 
have no affiliation except in a local group, and you can take the Cen- 
tral States made up of Iowa and Nebraska and you will find the high- 
est grade merchants that it would be your pleasure to meet. They 
are members of the association. I have been told that at least one 
of the members is not only in the fur business but is in the banking 
business. I do not believe those people are so stupid and so ignorant 
that they can be imposed upon and that they can be told that this 
bill contains things that it does not contain, or will fail to do the 
things that it is your ambition to accomplish. 

I think they are bright enough and intelligent enough to know 
what the bill will do, how it will worry them. I think that you be- 
little them or underestimate them if you think that they can be im- 
posed upon or misled. 

Mr. O'Hara. I did not say that all of them were misled. -I said 
that some of them were misled. They have come to me and told me 
what was in the bill, and that was not in the bill. When I showed 
it to them and said, “Here is what you are concerned about, is not 
that absolute protection to you,” they have said, ‘‘ Absolutely; we 
have been misled.”’ That is all I know about it. 

Mr. Gop. Congressman, I have not found one association in the 
industry—and there are many of them, some of them led by sterling 
and able men who have made their own independent studies—that 
has come out for this bill. 

It struck me, while we were talking here today, that this committee 
might do an advisable, judicious thing by inviting some of the top 
fur merchants to come in and answer your question as to whether this 
proposal of yours will benefit the trade or whether it will do the con- 
sumer any good. 

Mr. O’Hara. Anyone who has asked to testify has been invited to 
come here. 

Mr. Gop. I thought you could get some very interesting reactions, 
and you will not deny that there are some very high-grade furriers in 
this city. There are Woodward & Lothrop, Garfinckel, the Capital 
Fur Shop, and Zirkin’s, and others, all high-grade men, some of whom 
have been consulted by the Government when it has been in a predica- 
ment hore. 

Mr. Hesevron. Mr. Gold, when Mr. Miller explained the position 
of the Commission in its inability to require affirmative labeling, I 
looked back at the testimony of May 1949, almost 2 years ago, and 
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Mr. Hannah at that time made the same statement; moreover, he 
went further than that and said this: 

I will say this, at the last hearing Mr. Gold’s argument was exactly as it is 
today. ‘‘Let us clean our own house. Give us an opportunity to contact the 
Federal Trade Commission and get these rules amended so that they will hold 
water. It has been over a year since all of that took place. We have cooperated 
with Mr. Gold in every way possible. We have had several meetings scheduled 
in which he always sent us a telegram that he was not able to attend, he and 
his group. It is the same argument he is presenting today. 

Since 1949 have you or your associates met with the Federal 
Trade Commission on this matter? 

Mr. Goxp. Not in that connection, sir. 

Mr. Hesevtron. Why not? 

Mr. Goup. From the testimony I have heard from the Federal 
Trade Commission I have concluded they do not see the advisability 
of treating this in the manner that I am proposing. 

Mr. Hesev_tron. You have prejudged their willingness to try to 
work this thing out? 

Mr. Gorp. I do not believe that I have prejudged their willingness 
to try to treat this matter in the manner that I have proposed. 

Mr. Hesetron. What do you mean? 

Mr. Goup. I mean by that I have heard their testimony and I 
have seen they are of the opinion that fair trade rules in the industry 
will not solve the problem as they view it. 

Mr. Hesexiron. Do you think they would? 

Mr. Goup. Well, if they would not, I have proposed here today 
enlarging their powers so that they could prescribe that a label appear 
on every coat. 

Mr. Heseviton. You endorse a portion of this bill today, then? 

Mr. Gop. I made that suggestion. I endorse it in that respect 
alone, sir. I say that they be given the power to do this—and I am 
quite sure that Mr. Hannah and Mr. Miller are familiar with the 
handicaps of the present law—to require a label to be placed on a 
garment, 

Mr. Hesston. Why is that for 4 years when you have had an 
opportunity to go before the Federal Trade Commission to try to 
find a way to eliminate these practices and these individuals, who 
certainly are not desirable from the industry’s point of view, or from 
the consumer’s point of view, that you do not take advantage of the 
opportunity to discuss the matter with them and try to work it out? 

Mr. Goup. I must plead to that, sir, that I have been over my ears 
with many, many problems, not alone in connection with this case 
but with many other clients, 

Mr. Hesevtron. Why is it that the people whom you represent have 
not sent somebody to try to work with the Federal Trade Commission 
in this 4-year period? 

Mr. Gop. I would not undertake to answer that. I do not know, 
sir, but I know there would be absolutely no objection to a strength- 
ening of the rules. I know that the retail industry would go along 
with enlarging the Federal Trade Commission’s powers to make labeling 
mandatory, even if it is only for the fur industry, and I do not think 
that you would want to undertake it for the other industries because 
that would mean protracted hearings and much opposition. So far 
as we are concerned, you can give them that power by legislation and 
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then my prayer would be they move expeditiously on the question of 
price fraud. 

I am not at all impressed there is the evil or the fraud that you 
gentlemen have been impressed by. | 

Mr. Hesevron. You are familiar with rule 29, 

Mr. Gop. Right, sir. 

Mr. Heseiton. You have laid a great deal of stress on the abuse 
that arises out of these comparative prices. 

Mr. Goup. That is right. 

Mr. Heseiton. What more could the Commission do? 

Mr. Gotp. The Commission could prosecute those cases, sir. 

Mr. Hesevtron. And you allege that they are neglecting to prose- 
cute. Do you want us to understand that? 

Mr. Gop. I do not want the record to say that I have alleged that 
they have neglected it. There, again, I am not sufficiently familiar 
with the extent of their personnel, or the ap propriations with which 
they work, but I do feel that if they were to write letters promptly to 
alleged violators asking for an explanation, where there is a doubt, 
criticizing where they are sure of a violation, I say that these practices 
would diminish practically to the vanishing point. 

Mr. Hesevron. These practices appear in the newspapers of this 
country. 

Mr. Go.ip. That is right. 

Mr. Hesevtron. That is where you say they are? 

Mr. Gop. That is right. 

Mr. Hrsevron. You have occasion to see them, and your associa- 
tion has occasion to see them. 

Mr. Goip. Exactly, sir 

Mr. Heserton. They are things that are detrimental to the honest, 
reputable fur dealers. 

Mr. Gop. That is right. 

Mr. Hesetron. Have you sent one representative to the Commis- 
sion calling their attention to a certain advertisement, asking them to 
check into it and write a letter, or do anything? 

Mr. Goup. | personally have not written such letters, but the 
secretaries and officers of our various associations where the practices 
took place in their cities have addressed such communications to the 
Federal Trade Commission. 

Mr. Heseiton. Do you know that of your own personal knowledge? 

Mr. Go.ip. That is right. 

Mr. Hesettox. Can you furnish us with any copies of any corre- 
spondence? 

Mr. Goup. I believe that could be done. 

Mr. Hesetron. I would like to see it. 

Mr. Gouin. If you could afford me a reasonable opportunity. 

May I say in that connection, sir, with regard to the remarks made 
by Mr. Jackson, | would like to make this point: Congressman O'Hara 
re ‘ad from remarks made by Mr. Jackson betore the New York City 

setter Business Bureau. We brought those practices to his attention. 
It was on a request of my local association that the Better Business 
Bureau called a meeting of all the advertisers in New York City In an 
effort to put an end to that practice, and unfortunately they could not 
get enough support, or unanimous consent from the advertisers, and 
that was the end of the matter. 

Hersevron. By “advertisers,” do you mean the fur dealers? 
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Mr. Goip. The retailers and the department stores who made the 
claim that they were giving $1,000 coats for some riduculously low 
price, prices that we know are impossible and prices which in the trade 
have been admitted to be impossible. 

Mr. Hesetron. Were any of those advertisers members of your 
association? 

Mr. Gop. I doubt very much if one was a member of our associa- 
tion. 

Mr. Harz. You complained, if I correctly understood your testi- 
mony, that this bill covers much the same ground as the rules of the 
Federal Trade Commission; is that right? 

Mr. Goup. That ts right, sir. 

Mr. Haxx. But no tribunal except the Federal Trade Commission 
has jurisdiction to enforce the rules of the Federal Trade Commission; 
is that correct? 

Mr. Gop. The Federal court has the power to enforce it, sir. The 
Federal court, after a finding that there is a violation, and after the 
issuance of a cease-and-desist order, as I understand the practice. 
Frankly, I have not been in any such case. 

Mr. Have. I think that vou are mistaken about that. What I call 
attention to is the fact that this bill, in section 11, imposes criminal 
penalties for violations which presumably could be enforced in any 
Federal court. This bill would therefore have a much wider area of 
enforceability than now exists under the FTC rules. 

Mr. Gop. I would not deny that, sir. I imagine that there would 
be wider jurisdiction and more ready methods of processing. 

Mr. Hate. I do not think that your complaint that, because some 
of the provisions of this bill parallel provisions of rules of the Federal 
Trade Commission, the bill is surplusage holds water. I do not think 
that your argument in that respect is altogether well founded. 

Mr. Go.p. My point is this: The original activity, in my humble 
opinion, under the bill and the rules, I think will rest with the Com- 
mission. Asa matter of fact, the Commission has made the statement 
that a $50,000 appropriation—maybe it was $75,000—would make it 
possible for them to process this law and enforce it. I take it that 
the burden and the onus would be upou the Commission. 

Mr. Have. You think the only trouble is we do not give the Federal 
Trade Commission enough money? 

Mr. Goup. I am not saying that. I do not know. I have heard 
the statement made, or read it somewhere, that some Congressmen 
felt that there was not enough money appropriated. I am not making 
the statement because I do not know the facts. I say that the pro- 
cedure that the Federal Trade Commission follows, for one reason or 
another, is slow. I say that these people who violate have a year or 
2 years in which to continue the practice before they are forced to 
desist. 

Mr. Have. I really see no reason why the Federal Trade Commis- 
sion should have such a heavy burden placed upon its routine business. 
It seems to me that a much better way of enforcing the legislation 
would be by the United States attorneys in the courts. That would 
be better than throwing the heavy burden exclusively upon the Fed- 
eral Trade Commission. I suspect that the representatives of the 
Federal Trade Commission will agree with me in that respect. 

The CuHatrmMan. We will now hear from Mr. Miller, assistant 
general counsel of the Federal Trade Commission. 
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STATEMENT OF HENRY MILLER, ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL, 
FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION—Resumed 


Mr. Miuuer. I feel that I should perhaps repeat some of the prin- 
cipal reasons why we feel this legislation is necessary as a supplement 
to the power we now have in the Federal Trade Commission. 

In the first place, the legislation is needed because the principal 
evil finds expression down in the local sale—that is, the final sale to 
the ultimate consumer—which, under ordinary general provisions of 
law, is beyond the reach of the Federal Trade Commission because of 
a lack of interstate commerce. 

Now, if, as the Congress has the right to do, it requires a truthful 
label on the article, the courts have held it can follow the label through 
to the ultimate consumer to see that it remains on the garment. 
Consequently, you have by that means—and that is a constitutional 
means—exposure of the fact of the truth, and there is not anything 
that is better on earth as a corrective of falsifying than exposure of 
the truth to the party to whom the advertising is directed. Conse- 
quently, that will be a corrective to this great mass of local flamboyant 
advertising of the type that Mr. Gold condemns quite as strongly 
as we. 

It is the only way I know of under the constitutional restrictions 
that we can reach the main evil that is involved here. 

On this question of mandatory labeling, our trade practice rules do 
not require mandatory labeling because we have felt that we have 
not the power to require it. It is a desirable thing. Those rules are 
rules which constitute something in the nature of a code of ethics. 
They urge the industry to take care of things itself. It is advisory in 
many respects, and when there is a violation of the rule in such a way 
that that violation constitutes an unfair method of competition, and 
there is proof of interstate commerce which gives us jurisdiction, we 
can apply the powers we have under the Federal Trade Commission 
Act. 

I wish to say that those powers cannot be applied quickly enough 
to provide an over-all and adequate remedy. You have to go through 
the procedure of an investigation. Then you have to file charges, 
and you have to allow ple: adings to those charges, and then you have 
to assign the matter to a trial examiner to go out and take testimony 
and for him to make findings of fact, and then it has to be briefed and 
argued before the Commission, and ultimately there will be reached 
a cease-and-desist order by the Commission which then is on its way 
for the first time to the courts. 

The offending party, or the respondent, has the right to take it to the 
Federal court, and he may even take the case to the Supreme Court. 
All of that procedure requires time. It is rather expensive. It has 
to be done in individual cases. 

I think there is sufficient evidence in the record to show that of the 
tens of thousands of transactions that take place all over the country 
in the fur industry almost daily, there are literally hundreds and 
thousands of these instances of misrepresentation or false advertising. 

If we were to start cases on any substantial percentage of them, we 
would tie the Federal Trade Commission up on the fur industry and 
all our other work would just go by the board. 
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I think you will remember that the Federal Trade Commission 
covers all businesses generally from hairpins to bulldozers and beyond, 
so we cannot, in the circumstances, go ahead and devote all our time 
to this large and cumbersome proceeding, to prosecute every single 
violation of fur rules, granted that those violations may be shown to 
be within our jurisdiction—but most of them are not, under the 
present law. 

What we need is an over-all corrective something that will be 
largely self-enforcing, and the requirement of a label will do that very 
thing. 

Mr. Gold has referred to the flood of comparative price advertising 
and of our ability or lack of ability to handle comparative price cases, 
Those are probably the most difficult types of case to prosecute in the 
realm of false advertising. Where a merchant offers a product which 
he says is reduced from $500 to $250, what does that mean? That 
means that that man had that article on his floor at $500 and it was 
offered there for $500 and he now has reduced it to $250. You have 
to go back and you have to prove that he never had it on his floor for 
$500 or that this is a fictitious reduction. 

I had some of those cases. I tried them at one time for the Com- 
mission in regard to mattresses. I was able to prove, after much 
effort, that the concern bought the mattresses from a manufacturer 
for $11.75, I think it was, with the idea of selling them for $19.75, and 
he induced the manufacturer to sew a label on the mattresses reading 
$39.50. The respondent put in testimony that they brought the 
mattresses to the floor of the store, held them there for 4 or 5 days 
whether they sold any or not was immaterial—and then offered to sell 
them at a great reduction from $39.50 to $19.75, for mattresses that 
cost them around $11. However, the evidence in that case was clear 
that the reduction was wholly fictitious. We were fortunate in that 
particular case, but there are so many of those comparative price 
cases where you cannot get evidence that will make them airtight 
cases. 

The second point in regard to that is that sometimes the false nam- 
ing of the price in those comparative price advertisements are put out 
by local merchants, and again the question of interstate jurisdiction 
is a very difficult one and is not present in the great majority of those 
cases. 

Under the trade practice rules, Mr. Gold said he is very much in 
favor of our making those rules do what is intended in this bill. That 
is all well and good, but if there is no legal authority to do it, neither 
Mr. Gold nor his clients can do it, nor can we. All we can do is to 
get out some platitudes which are never effective against the un- 
scrupulous merchants. 

I would like to mention another point mentioned yesterday about 
the dire results that will flow from this bill. I do not think there is a 
thing that substantiates the argument that this will give the public 
the impression that the over-all industry is stigmatized. I think the 
public will in a short time give some credit to the industry for having 
done something effective by way of reforming the practices which we 
all deplore. 

A still further point is the fact that many merchants do label prop- 
erly. At the hearings in the last Congress we had some labels here 
and I happen to have them before me—showing where various repu- 
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table merchants selling furs have, as their own house policy, adopted 
the practice of seeing to it that a truthful tag or label is on each gar- 
ment. In some parts of the country those merchants have gained a 
lot of good will from that practice. So putting on a truthful label, in 
my judgment, is not going to react to the the detriment of the repu- 
table merchant but I believe will help him. 

We have put into the record also a list of samples of advertising that 
has taken place all over the country, including a supplemental list 
which brings it down to date. We give the name of the paper, the 
designation used, and the true name of the fur. That jist, which is 
in the record, shows that right up to this moment, almost, many of the 
names that have been mentioned here as being improper were being 
repeated. And while I believe the agitation on this subject, as would 
be inevitable, has resulted in some improvement, the improvement is 
still not adequate to bring the rightful protection to the consuming 
public that this measure will bring. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that is about all I have to say. I willmake 
myself available, however, for any questions the committee might wish 
to ask. 

The CHarrmMan. Thank you very much, Mr. Miller. We appreciate 
your testimony. 

We will now hear from Mr. Francis, 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH H. FRANCIS—-Resumed 


Mr. Francis. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
appreciate your patience in remaining here, and I will be very short. 

There were some requests made during the hearings by Congress- 
man Beckworth and others to file some information for the record. I 
would like to do that now, if | may. One concerns information as to 
the price category of coats sold in the United States. I am able to 
supply the committee with a statement of George Greenberg, executive 
manager, Associated Fur Coat & Trimming Manufacturers, Inc., New 
York City, as presented before a special Subcommittee on Fur of the 
Committee on Agriculture, House of Representatives, in 1947, which 
shows that 79 percent of all fur garments sold in the United States are 
sold for under $400, and this shows that this large percent—79 per- 
cent—is, after all, sold to the low-income group, which is really suffer- 
ing in the case of false advertising of furs. 

(The matter above referred to is as follows: ) 


STATEMENT oF J. GeorcE GREENBERG, Executive MANaAcer, AssocraTEp FUR 
Coat ANpD TRIMMING MANUFACTURERS, INC., New York Crty 


t I s 

Price ranze . re aah 
Less than $160 | 10 110, 000 
From $100 to $200 a0) 230. 000 
From $200 to $300 On WOR, 000 
From $300 to $400 10 | 110, 000 
From $400 to $500 | 55, 000 
From $500 to $600 F 55, 000 
From $600 to $70) 4 14, 000 
From $700 to $800 2 22. 000 
From $800 to $900 ! 11, 000 
Over 3900 4, 000 
100, 000 


Total is : Uh 
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Mr. Francis. It may be helpful to the committee, also, and | 
would like to file this table from the Tariff Commission showing the 
number and kinds of furs imported into the United States from 1939 
up to 1950. You will find that most of the fictitious names used are 
applied to foreign furs that compete with our better-class domestic 
furs, which in reality gives the producers and the laborers in this 
country who are depending on the fur industry and the furs produced 
in this country for their living, unfair competition through false 
advertising. 

(The statement above referred to is as follows:) 

Furs, raw or undressed: United States imports for consumption, by kinds, 1939 and 
1946-50 
QUANTITY 


[Thousands of pelts] 


Kind 1939 1946! 1047 1945 1049 1Y50 

Badger 15 92 80) 137 Us 64 
Beaver s1 Qs 144 104 137 142 
Coney and rabbit 109, 966 | 2127, 825 297,030 | 2118, 605 286, 106 12. 44 
Ermine 657 812 41 612 457 HO 
Fitch S20) 287 328 320 1WO 253 
Fox 

Silver or black 133 Y 62 32 ) 1 

Other (white fox V2) 1,114 770 41) 192 216 
Guanaquito 104 162 21 ; 
Hare 4 409 9, 932 », Tit 020 6, 34 74 
Kolinski S48 SO) 605 762 SOS 994 
Sheep and lamb 

Shearlings ‘ 6, 710 1, 231 1, O5t l l 2, 43¢ 

Persian lamb and caracul 2. 803 8, 542 4,576 7, 722 5, 817 4, Sse 

Other 2, O72 9,414 2, 744 Y22 2, S30 2, 178 
Goat and kid 1, 362 4, 822 $, 270 4, 339 2, 1% 1, 980 
Marmot 1, 033 2, 410 1, 862 » 434 1, 677 1,51 
Marten 156 248 200 177 187 203 
Mink 1, 000 724 1, 028 a4 1, 66 1, 597 
Mole 401 417 73 10S 60 ; 
Muskrat 668 3, 164 2, 613 3, 162 3, 709 3, 452 
Nutria 76 152 53 7¢ iv) 117 
Opossum 445 442 529 400 274 ADS 
Otter. 3h 41 2s 1v 38 $1 
Pony 27 65 76 45 50 ; 
Raccoon 32 70 59 40) 21 $] 
Sable l 2s 24 24 29 28 
Seal 8 24 10 3 l i 
Skunk 158 122 5 ~ 29 33 
Squirrel 4, 988 9, 117 9, 373 7, 152 798 fi, 02 
Weasel 2, O55 3, 492 1,173 1, 470 1, 289 1, 959 
Wolf 34 44 34 19 30 s) 
Jackal l 4 
Leopard ‘ 9 26 8 10 7 f 
Lynx 15 10 12 7 2 l 
Ocelot 25 73 64 1) 49 52 
Wildcat 196 146 152 &3 73 67 
Dog (7 & $ 4 
Fisher 3 4 2 2 2 2 
Monkey 55 45 25 7 3 
Tails, paws, and pieces (9 ’) » (? 
Other undressed furs ae 89 480) 454 581 180 #1 

Total (18) (**) (1 (! 


See footnotes at end of table, p. 164, 
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Furs, raw or undressed: United States imports for consumption, by kinds, 1939 and 
1946-50—Continued 


FOREIGN VALUE 


{Thousands of dollars] 














Kind 1939 1946! 1947! 1948! 1949! 1950! 

| nied SaRe et ee 42 431 306 419 236 130 
Beaver 1, 218 4,716 4, 289 3, 613 2, 800 3, O11 
Coney and rabbit 8, 332 33, 294 21, 615 22, 747 8, 10, 201 
Ermine_ -__- J 585 2, 801 1, 068 1, 454 f 1, 184 
Fitch S 1, 296 1, 449 819 742 252 208 
Fox 

Silver or black? 2, 468 2, 539 1, 193 501 102 112 

Other : 3, 313 7 3, 751 3, O75 653 1, 166 
Guanaquito 151 60 14 
Hare : 1, 494 5, 689 3, 410 2, 557 1, 692 
Kolinski a 1, 634 1,919 3, 124 2, 070 2, 973 
Sheep and lamb 

Shearlings : (4) 6, 701 1,319 2, 945 1, 931 3,313 

Persian lamb and caracul 15, 974 88, 562 35, 313 67, 937 40, 076 36, 202 

Other : 51,762 15, 803 4, 070 7 5 2, 965 
Goat and kid___._- 613 5, 485 2, 654 2, 1, 179 
Marmot 8 ‘ 1, 334 6, 740 3, 064 5, 265 2, 105 
Marten 4 ‘ = os phtbe 2, 200 10, 226 4,914 4, 955 4, 423 
Mink-- eguamiliohibiiesie 3, 210 8, 004 13, 902 11, 016 15, 741 17, 147 
SRE a ee See . 27 74 y i] 8 | (8) 
ae Pa ee 623 7, S81 3, 823 6, 723 5, 148 4,424 
Nutria * , ; 206 1, 226 280) 490 444 481 
Opossum... . 190 68S 361 345 273 428 
Got .....- 149 790 405 223 384 329 
Pony. : 64 316 322 165 1544 72 
Raccoon ea a 63 233 130 136 48 67 
Sable an 2 : 129 2, 980 1, 502 1, 590 1, 597 1, 570 
Seal a (é | 144 65 7 ll 15 
Skunk____- : ee : 221 203 100 y 27 25 
Squirrel__. : Pee . 1, 667 9, 992 7, 157 6, 692 4, 782 4, 798 
Weasel : ; aN badewd 1,750 6, 480 1, 609 2, 961 1, 868 2, 716 
== 190 228 93 71 s4 76 
Jackal P odd (8) 5 ‘ eke is : 
Leopard ___.-.- 7. i Sai ee 182 846) 412 385 313 212 
Lynx . ated e 474 351 273 121 15 143 
Ocelot - \ 74 718 441 321 289 380 
Wildcat . < 7 227 805 561 268 174 163 
Dog ‘ : . (7) Gian ll 8) l 
Fisher cu . ‘ ‘ 142 201 96 103 60 73 
Monkey . ; 17 25 13 3 1 
Tails, paws, and pieces 2 38 ay 57 a) 33 24 
Other undressed furs A : Sm 78 855 433 612 216 319 

| EE Pensa rs ae 52, 227 241, 120 124, 098 162, 276 105, 063 104, 418 


1 Preliminary. 

2? Converted from pounds on the basis of 5 skins per pound. 

§ Classification covers dressed or undressed furs. Imports consist almost entirely of undressed furs. 
4 Included with sheep and lamb (except caracul, Persian lamb, and shearlings ) 

5 Includes shearlings. 

* Not separately classified prior to Nov. 15, 1941. 

’ Not separately classified prior to Jan. 1, 1941. 

§ Less than 500. 

®§ Quantity not reported 
10 Because of the great variety of dissimilar kinds of furs included in the table, the total quantity Is not 


shown. 
Source : Official statistics of the U. 8. Department of Commerce. 


Mr. Francis. Also, I would like to submit the list of associations 
which the National Board of Fur Farms organizations represents in 
the United States, as requested by Congressman Beckworth. 

(The matter above referred to is as follows:) 


MEMBER ASSOCIATIONS OF NATIONAL BoarRpD OF FuR FARM ORGANIZATIONS 


Associated M & M Fur Farmers, Inc., Tekamah, Nebr., Joyce W. Sundell, presi- 
dent. 

Associated Fur Farms, Inc., New Holstein, Wis., Adolph P. Langenfeld, president. 

California Fur Breeders Association, Arthur Schleicher, president, Gardena, Calif. 

Connecticut Mink Producers Association, Everett Wilson, president, Somers, 
Conn. 
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Eastern Fur Farmers Co-op., Inc., Howard K. Huckle, president, Clyde, N. Y. 

Fromm Bros., Ine., Edward Fromm, president, Hamburg, Wis. 

Fur Breeders Agricultural Co-op., David Henderson, president, Sandy, Utah 

Fur Farmers Cooperative Association, Ad Thome, president, White Bear Lake, 
Minn. 

Fur Foods Co-op., Inc., Merlin Voight, president, Lomira, Wis 

Great Lakes Mink Association, Bauer Mohr, president, Rochester, Wis. 

Harman Fur Farms, Roy D. Harman, president, Christiansburg, Va 

Hoosier Mink Breeders Association, Q. B. Adams, president, Gary, Ind. 

Humboldt Fur Farmers Association, Amos C. Harper, president, Arcata, Calif. 

Idaho Fur Breeders Association, Emmett Moyle, president, Heyburn, Idaho. 

Imperial Marketing Association of Washington, Charles T. Larson, president, 
Spirit Lake, Idaho. 

Inland Empire Fur Breeders Association, Chester P. Chastek, president, Spokane, 
Washington. 

Michigan Fur Breeders Association, Otto W. Schneider, president, Pearl Beach, 
Mich. 

Midwest Fur Producers Association, Gil K. Gilstead, president, Detroit. Lakes, 
Minn. 

Mink Breeders Association of Illinois, L. D. Trabert, president, Elgin, Ill. 

Mink Breeders Association of U. 8., Herman P. Jessen, president, Phelps, Wis. 

Mutation Mink Breeders Association, Harvey Schroeder, president, LaFarge, Wis. 

Larry Moore Fur Farms, Larry More, president, Suamico, Wis. 

Herbert A. Nieman & Co., Herbert A. Nieman, president, Thiensville, Wis. 

North Central Wisconsin Mink Club, Inc., Jack Bauer, president, Modford, Wis. 

Northeastern Mink Breeders Association, Howard G. Tewksbury, president, 
South Lincoln, Mass. 

North Shore Mink Breeders Association, Earl Gardner, president, West Allis, Wis. 

Northwestern Fur Farmers Association, R. A. Harmony, president, Alderwood 
Manor, Wash. 

Northwood Fur Farm, Otto Grosse, president, Cary, Ill. 

Ohio Fox and Fur Breeders Association, Berlie E. Crider, president, Wapakoneta 
Ohio. 

Ohio Mink Breeders Association, Nelson Starr, president, Huron, Ohio. 

Oregon Fox and Mink Association, C. S. Smith, president, Seaside, Oregon. 

Progressive Fur Breeders Association of Mich., Gail Rourke, president, Owosso, 
Mich. 

Progressive Fox Marketing Association, Paul L. Reinhardt, director, Burlington, 
Wis. 

Puget Sound Fur Farmers Association, L. D. Keogan, president, Tacoma, Wash. 

Rocky Mountain Fur Farmers Co-op., Elmer J. Alderfer, president, Evergreen, 
Colo. 

United Mink Producers Association, R. E. Quinn, president, Hillsboro, Wis. 


Mr. Francis. Now, Mr. Chairman, there is one important matter 
which I think should be brought out. That is the difference between 
the Senate bill and the House bill. I would like to refer you to page 
7 of the House bill to this language: 
that unless such name or names are preceded by the words “processed to simulate”’ 
and the fur product has been so processed. 

We, as supporters of this bill and as producers, feel in our experience 
in association with the fur trade that this language in the House bill 
should be deleted, and we suggest an amendment be made to delete 
that language. The reason for it is that it does not state a fact; it 
does not tell the truth; it is an opinion that cannot be substantiated. 
Whether one fur is processed to simulate another is merely an opinion; 
it is not a fact. It may be dyed to look like another fur. 

Neither do we know what the term “processed’’ means. I would 
just like to put this question to the committee without expecting an 
answer. What does processing furmean? Does it mean dressing the 
skin; does it mean dyeing the hair fibers, or does it mean blending, or 
does it mean the process of manufacturing? Just what do we mean 
by “processed”? We know we cannot change the leather fiber of the 
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skin and, gentlemen, that is the most important factor in buying a 
fur coat-—whether the leather is good, thick, and durable, or whether 
it is thin and weak like paper. 

It might be interesting to you gentlemen to know that many types 
of fur articles which are misnamed and misrepresented are made from 
skins which leather is thin and will tear so easily that the stitches or 
sewing will not hold and they have to paste cloth on the back of the 
skin to hold the coat together. The woman does not see that. 

We are opposed to the ideas expressed here that by putting this 
language in the bill it will convey to the consumer that the rabbit skin 
has been processed to look like beaver. . That is an opinion—not a 
fact. The woman can see what it looks like, and that is the only thing 
she can see. But what we actually infer is that by processing rabbit 
we make it wear like beaver, therefore are not telling the truth, 
which is a bad precedent to set up in labling legislation. I think we 
should simply stick to the truth—is it rabbit or is it beaver. Whether 
it looks like beaver or looks like something else is a matter of opinion 
which vou and I never will agree on. But here we propose to set up 
that it does on the label and then give to the Federal Trade Commis- 
sion in the second sentence—‘“‘and the fur product has been so proc- 
essed’’—the responsibility to prove, if they use that connotation, 
that it does simulate or resemble beaver skin. 

I think it is very dangerous. If you apply it to drugs or apply it to 
wool, you would destroy the very essence, in my opinion and in the 
opinion of my association, of the fine constructive truth we are trying 
to put forth to the consumer in our labels. 

! would suggest that you review that. I am sure that those opinions 
expressed in the Senate are the reason that they eliminated it from 
their bill, because they felt at least it was a dangerous precedent to set 
up and establish, and we would like to recommend your reconsidera- 
tion of that portion of the bill. 

The CuarrmMan. Thank vou. , 

(The following material was later received from Mr. Francis: ) 

NATIONAL BoarRp OF FuR FARM ORGANIZATIONS, 
Morgan, Utah, April 20, 1951. 
Congressman ROBERT CROSSER, 
Chairman, House Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN Crosser: In order to be as helpful as possible to members 
of the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee in their effort to write and 
pass reasonable legislation to protect the consumer against fraud and deception 
arising from the misnaming, misbranding, and false and misleading representation 
of fur articles, our long experience as a branch of the tur industry compels us to 
recommend for your consideration that the enclosed amendment to H. R. 2321 
be made. 

This recommendation is made for the purpose of bringing this needed beneficial 
legislation in line with basic existing labeling laws. 

Enclosed is the proposed amendment and a brief statement pointing out why 
we feel it is necessary. 

Very truly yours, 
Josepnu H. Francis, Executive Secretary. 


PrRoPposED AMENDMENT TO H. R. 2321 


On page 7, line 4, after the word ‘“‘paragraph’’, delete comma, insert period, 
and delete the balance of the paragraph which reads as follows: ‘‘unless such name 
or names are preceded by the words ‘processed to simulate and the fur product 
has been so processed’.”’ 
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On page 8, line 6, after the word ‘‘subsection’’, delete the following words, 
“unless such name or names are preceded by the words ‘processed to simulate 
and the fur product has been so processed’.”’ 

On page 9, line 8, after the word “subsection”, delete the following words, 
“unless such name or names are preceded by the words ‘processed to simulate and 
the fur product has been so processed’.”’ 


STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF THE PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO H. R. 2321 


The bill as it now appears provides that, in labeling, invoicing, and advertising, 
only the true name of the fur contained in the fur product be used, ‘‘unless such 
name or names are preceded by the words, ‘processed to simulate and the fur 
product has been so processed’,”’ 


The amendment proposes to delete the above-quoted material. To leave this 
language which now appears in the bill would be contrary to the purpose of the 
legislation because it allows two names to appear on the label when there is only 


one kind of fur used in the article and, therefore, this wouid be deceptive and 
confusing to purchasers and, in effect, licenses deceptive labeling, advertising, and 
invoicing instead of prohibiting it 

It is also contended that when we use such a provision as this we are straving 
away from the basie principle of all labeling legislation which is to requir truthfu 
disclosure of the facts as to content of the product—that whether one kind of fur 
can be processed to simulate another fur is purely an opinion—not a fact 

It is further contended that to require the Federal Trade Commission to see 
that a fur product has been so processed as to make it simulate that of another 
fur would place an impossible enforcement task upon the Commission All fur 
must be processed before it can be used—what it looks like after it is processed is 
purely a matter of opinion. Laws cannot be enforced which are based on opinions. 


This would be a dangerous precedent for all labeling legislation. For example, 
to allow such an amendment to be piaced in legislation requiring the labeling of 
food, drugs, or wool would virtually make these laws worthless All labeling 


legislation must be limited to disclosure of faects—not someone's opinion, which 
is unenforceable 

Testimony presented during the hearings by both the opponents and _ pro- 
ponents agree that one kind of fur cannot be processed or changed to simulate 
another in quality In the opinion of some people, one kind of fur may be dyed 
to look like another—this the consumer can see and decide for herself—but no 
process can be applied to change the quality of the leather.or hair fibers. These 
are the hidden qualities which determine the true wearing quality of fur articles 
Therefore, this language as contained in the bill would be deceptive rather than 
truthful. 

In support of the foregoing statement, let us take a concrete example: Dyed 
squirrel processed to simulate mink. This would be a deceptive and untruthful 


f 


statement for herein we infer that some process, not identified, has been applied 
to squirrel so that its wearing qualities resemble or simulate that of mink when, 
in fact, the only change that has taken place is that squirrel has been dved in a 
particular color to look: like mink. Whether it looks like mink or not is something 
that the consumer can determine for herself, whereas the intrinsic Wearing qualitic 
of the garment have been covered up by the lining and the dyeing of the fur. For 
an example, the leather which a consumer never sees in a fur coat is important 
If the leather is thin or weak, as in the case of squirrel, it will tear, and the stitches 
will not stand strain and will come apart at the seams, or the leather will dry out 
or crack easilv, thereby loosening the hair fibers so thev will come out and bare 
spots will show up on the outside of the coat. 

Mink, on the other hand, has a very tough and reasonably thick leather which 
makes it one of the most durable and long-wearing articles of all fur products 
Furthermore, each kind of fur animal produces different kinds of fur fiber. When 
made into a garment, some are brittle and will break off and not wear well. Som 
are tough and will wear for vears. Other types of fur will take considerabl 
moisture without harming the fur. Many types of fur will not hold their color o1 
wear well in damp climates. There are no processes that can be applied to fur 
to change these natural characteristics. Squirrel fur cannot be processed to 
resemble or simulate mink 

Thus, we again repeat, this language, as contained in the bill, would license 
deceptive labeling, advertising, and invoicing which is exactly in oppositior 
what the bill proposes to accomplish Therefore, we recommend tl 
amendment be made to the House bill 
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Mr. O’Hara. Mr. Chairman, I have some letter and newspaper 
clippings I would like to put in the record if I may. I have a copy of a 
letter here addressed to Senator Johnson—in fact, all of these letters 
are addressed to Senator Johnson—on similar legislation over in the 
Senate, one from the American Home Economics Association with 
headquarters in Washington, D. C.; one from Henry P. Timothy, a 
raw fur dealer of New Orleans, La.; one from Peter Chambers Furs, 
Inc., of New York City—in fact, two letters from them. 

The CuartrmMan. Without objection, they may be incorporated in 
the record. 

(The letters above referred to are as follows:) 


AMERICAN Home Economics ASSOCIATION, 
Wash ington # to ren February 12, 1951. 
The Honorable Epwin C. JOHNSON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR JOHNSON: As legislative chairman for the American Home 
Economics Association I should like to express our keen interest in 8. 508 which 
you recently introduced in the Senate. 

We have a membership of about 20,000 in the 48 States and the District of 
Columbia. For many years the association has supported legislation and pro- 
grams to assist and inform the consumer. We have always taken a firm stand 
on informative labeling for food, clothing, and household articles, and support 
your interest in the truthful labeling of furs. 

In this day of high prices it is more important than ever that the buying public 
be informed on the product he buys. The consumer has been educated to look 
for and read labels. In the interest of your constituents and the American 
people we support your efforts in the passage of legislation which would require 
the labeling of furs and fur products. We commend you on your interest and 
efforts in support of S. 508. 

May this statement be included in the record, please. We do not expect a 
reply to this correspondence because we realize the quantities of mail you receive. 

Respectfully submitted. 
Mrs. MarGaret S. MANGER, 
Chairman, Committee on Legislation, AHEA. 





Henry P. Timoruy, 
New Orleans 12, La., Fe bruary 5, 1941. 
Senator Epwin C. JOHNSON, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senator: After reading the enclosed I wish to go on record as favoring 
your bill, especially the provision which requires that country of origin must 
be shown. 

If the Mr. Gold mentioned in the article is the same person alleged to be an 
avowed Communist, then I think his objections can be readily understood. 

I beg to differ with Mr. Benedek’s contentions, there need be no confusion on 
the part of anyone engaged in the process of merchandising fur apparel so 
labeled, and most certainly much less or no confusion to the buying public, who 
has, to a great extent, been confused up to now. 

Retailers, good and bad, in the majority, I think, would like to see things remain 
as they are. The first, because of good reputation, can and frequently does 
overcharge the purchaser, the latter, because present practices afford an oppor- 
tunity to misrepresent, if so desiring. 

I venture the opinion with proper labeling there would be more and responsible 
retailers selling furs, because presently the public is wary of patronizing the 
lesser-known stores and unable to meet the prices of the better-class retailers. 

To the charge a retailer would be forced to disclose to his competitor his sources 
of supply, it is ridiculous, and as an alternative of having manufacturer’s name 
appear on label, a registered number could be used. 

Yours very truly, 
Henry P, Timoruy. 
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PETER CHAMBERS Furs, INC., 
New York, N. Y., February 14, 1961. 
Hon. Epwin C. Jonson, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. JoHNSON: We are indebted to you for your letter of February 8, 1951, 
concerning the fur labeling bill. We will be very interested in knowing the final 
outcome when it is put to vote. 

It may interest you to know that on February 13, we gave a fur fashion showing 
at the Waldorf-Astoria Hotel for a large group of ladies. It interested us to 
know what reaction the buying public, represented by these several hundred 
ladies, would be toward the labeling of furs with their true names by the manu- 
facturer. When asked if they preferred to know exactly what they were buying, 
the response was unanimous in favor of the truth in labeling. 

We will watch this bill with great interest and thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely yours, 
PETER CHAMBERS Furs, INc, 


PrererR CHAMBERS Furs, INc., 
New York N. Y., January 31, 1961. 


SENATE AND House INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMITTEE, 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: In today’s issue of Women’s Wear, an item appears concerning 
a bill the provisions of which would prohibit retailers from removing labels at- 
tached to fur coats purchased from manufacturers and jobbers. 

This newspaper item specifies that the Master Furriers’ Guild of America, of 
which we are members, opposes the measure because “it would, in effect, make 
the storekeepers’ sources of merchandise public knowledge, would stimulate 
‘wholesale retailing’ in the trade, and would expose a retailer’s sources of supply 
to competitors 

As established retail furriers, we have a verv real feeling that it is high time the 
true name of every fur presented to a customer be labeled with its correct name. 
Moreover, that such label be attached to the fur so that it cannot be removed 
until the sale is made and the customer can verify what she is buying with what 
the furrier is presenting. In other words, marmot should be presented as such 
and not as mar-mink, which many unethical furriers even sell at mink prices. 
There are scores of such misrepresentations. This is especially true of muskrat 
which we mention because of their popularity. 

May we suggest that opposition to this bill need not be stressed on the grounds 
that the name of the manufacturer would be on the tag and as such give the cus- 
tomer or competitor a wholesale resource. Every retailer should keep a stock 
book and each item purchased should have a stock number and if each price tag 
carries a stock number it is an easy matter for a retailer to check a source of supply 
with his books. We are definitely in favor of a fur label giving the correct name 
of the fur to be attached to each fur garment, leaving off the name of the manu- 
facturer. Such a label is herewith enclosed for vour inspection. 

This identical letter is also being sent to the Senate and House Foreign Com- 
merce Committee. 

Very truly yours, 
Peter CHAMBERS, INC., 
PrererR CHAMBERS, president, 


Mr. O'Hara. Then, if I might just have a little time, I would like 
to segregate some of these articles and get them in the form of only 
what we want in the record, and then I would like to have an oppor- 
tunity to insert them in the record, or some of them. 

The Cuarrman. Without objection, that may be done. 

(The articles referred to follow:) 

[From the Washingto.: Post, May 1949] 
Fur LABELING 

We have a good deal of sympathy with the House Interstate and Foreign Come 

merce Committee’s inquiry into the misleading labels on the basis of which furg 
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are sold. Furs, to be sure, are not the only commodities on which an element of 
masquerade is employed. On so prosaic an item as olives, the practice seems to 
be to describe their dimensions in superlatives, whatever the actual size. But on 
furs the distortion is particularly blatant; garments made wholly of domestic 
materials are described as coming from exotic foreign animals. It is questionable 
whether this deception makes any real difference as to the quality of goods pur- 
chased, but we are surprised that irate customers have not before this protested 
the invasions of their gullibility. Imagine, for example, the embarrassment of 
the dowager who has just shown off her new creation festooned with Hungarian 
walrus only to learn that it is really Pennsylvania polecat. 


{From the Fur Reporter, April 4, 1951 


DECONTROL OF Top FURS CONSIDERED BY OPS—FurRRIERS INDICATE CURRENT 
REGULATION IMPOSSIBLE FOR PRESENT AND FutTuRE BUSINESS 


(By Sophie Smoliar) 


The Office of Price Stabilization is seriously considering decontrol of top furs. 
Rumors which have been floating around the industry seem to be fairlv accurate, 
it was learned unofficially by a reporter for the Fur Reporter 

Although no confirmation of this eould be obtained from Washington, it was 
learned that a conference was held on Friday between representatives of the fur 
trade and OPS officials. 

At this conference, the representatives of the fur industry (who include Dewey 
Zirkin, well known Washington, D. C., furrier) appealed for mere sensible regula- 
tions which would take into consideration the inequity of the current base period 
as applied to the fur industry 

Charles Gold, general counsel of the Master Furriers’ Guild of America, Ine., 
who has been in constant contact with OPS on this subject, recently wrote and 
advised them that “retail furriers are finding it impossible to operate within the 
confines of the GCPR without incurring serious financial losses.”’ 

Mr. Gold pointed out what has been the main problem in observing the present 
law is that the base period occurred when furriers were engaged in customary 
annual clearance sales. The ceiling prices therefore are set at reduced prices 

“The price lag resulting from the upswing in the cost of skins which retailers 
cannot now pass on, is of very serious proportions,” he stated, 


rYyPE OF DECONTROI 


If the OPS permits decontrol on so-called top furs, the question in the minds 
of most furriers is this: 

“Will specific furs be exempt from controls or will a price line be drawn through 
the industry?” 

Most members of the industry prefer to have specifie furs so identified as 











exempt. As Mr. Gold pointed out, a price line ‘‘might”’ invite an attempt by 
some furriers to increase prices on items to reach the exempt clas 

There is no question of the difficulty in either event. Should specifie items 
be mentioned as exempt, then the erv will arise as to the identification of these 
furs The Persian family is one of the most diffieult in which to draw a dividing 


line either in price or in type of fur. 
NO RELIEF VISIBLI 


Should this decontrol be attempted, it would only afford relief to the top- 
pracket furs which are exempted. Other furs would continue—until such time 
as the OPS gets around to changing the base period—under the general price 
control ruling. In other words, decontrol on more expensive furs would only 
help these furs. The less expensive furs would still be ‘“‘eligible for the black 
market,”’ as one irate furrier expressed it. 


{From Women’s Wear Daily, December 14, 1950} 
SALES INCREASE LIKELY IN 1951, First NatTionat Forum Is Toup 


Retail fur business in 1951 is likely to surpass 1950 in view of increased em- 
ployment and purchasing power, credit controls on hard goods, and pent-up 
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demand for furs, according to several speakers at the first National Fur Forum, 
sponsored by the New York Fur Club last night. 

A high light was this prediction, by Harold 8. Taylor, vice president of Econo- 
metric Institute, Inc.: “We believe fur business has a potential of sales in 1951 
above the sales you will have in 1950. This increase will develop even though 
sales this year are expected to be about 30 percent above 1949.” 

Held before a large crowd in the grand ballroom of the Hotel Statler, the forum 
was in three parts. First, after greetings from Murray Goodman, Fur Club presi- 
dent, and introductory remarks by Henry Engel, chairman, were reports from the 
heads of 12 industry organizations. This was followed by a simulated retail meet- 
ing on furs, with executives of many large organizations taking part. A reception 
for the guests preceded the forum, with Albert J. Feldman hearing the committee. 

A feature of the retail discussion was the remarks of Arthur M. See, sales pro- 
motion manager of Saks-Thirty-fourth Street, who commented that “a fur coat 
is a blind item—its price, depending on the length of the winter in Canada, 
economic conditions, and the larynx of the fur buver.”’ 

Excerpts from the retail talks and association reports follow: 

Harold 8S. Taylor: ‘‘The tremendous spurt in consumer goods ordering, which 
was set off last June by the Korean outbreak, is now behind us. Hence, we must 
expect, in the first quarter of 1951, a moderate decline in general economic activ- 
ity. This decline will be neither very great nor very long. Capital goods pro- 
duction will continue high, since it takes a long time from order to delivery. 
Activity in this segment will provide income to buy consumers’ wares, and the 
whole economy will get a lift during the whole of 1951. 

“The basic factors which bring about major sales changes are all working in 
your favor. The fear of buying a fur coat one day and seeing the excise tax 
removed the next day has been taken out of the picture. 

‘However, we must always come back to the fact that you can’t sell furs unless 
the consumer has the money. The Econometric Institute anticipates in 1951 
disposable personal income will total about $215 billion, up 7 percent from this 
year’s $200 billion. This will provide the necessary purchasing power for sub- 
stantial gains in fur sales. Obtaining your portion of these sales will depend on 
your own efforts and initiative.”’ 

Arthur M. See: “A woman never knows whether she was stuck when she bought 
her furs or not. She has a basie distrust about the value of furs and about all 
furriers. What to do about it? Well, working with the better business bureaus 
has helped some—but it seems inconsistent, and this is the one thing it can’t be. 
It must be a month-in-month-out, year-in, yvear-out policing job. It’s one of the 
fundamental jobs that an organization like (the Fur Club) can take over.”’ 





[From the Fur Reporter, December 13, 1950] 
BrRowN PerstaAN Aps MISLEADING, Says GITLER 


“Recently the Fifth Avenue department stores and specialty shops have been 
advertising brown Persian garments but no mention was made as to whether these 
Persians were brown-dyed or the natural brown Persians,” said Sam Gitler, of 
Gitler & Co., merchants of natural brown and iridescent bronze Persian peltries. 
““T know these Persians were dyed, but the consumer would not know from reading 
these pieces of publicity whether the coats were natura! or dyed. It is very well 
known that there are two kinds of natural brown Persian—the ordinary natural 
brown, and the famous natural iridescent bronze Persian, as well as the dyed brown 
Persians. Thus, when a brown-toned Persian is presented for sale the advertise- 
ment should indicate the type of fur it is—dyed or natural. 

“This type of misleading advertising is the kind of thing that stirs legislative 
action in the trade and leads to bringing the burden of the labeling bill on the 
trade. It is well known that certain western Congressmen are trying to pass the 
labeling bill which the trade is fighting so hard. The Better Business Bureau, the 
American Fur Merchants’ Association, of which I am a member of the board of 
directors, the Associated Fur Manufacturers, the Greater New York Retailers, 
and other fur associations are generally on their toes to prevent just such bad 
advertising as this, but when such a tvpe of thing gets by, particularly by the top 
retailers, it is not only not good for consumer education, but very bad for the 
trade 

‘““So long as the fur trade and retailers in particular tolerate such advertising, 
just so long will Congressmen and lobbyists who are interested in the Labeling Act 
push labeling legislation against the trade.” 
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[From Women’s Wear Daily, December 13, 1950} 


ConsuMER Has Less CONFIDENCE IN Furs THAN ANY OTHER ITEM, Says BBB 
HEAD 


‘‘In my opinion, the consuming public has less confidence in furs than in any 
other article,”’ the National Fur Forum, sponsored by the New York Fur Club, 
Monday evening, was told. The opinion was that of Hugh Jackson, head of the 
Better Business Bureau of New York. 

The lack of confidence results from several factors, Mr. Jackson stated, mostly a 
lack of stability caused by ‘‘tremendous and constant price changes.’’ He said 
the ones who suffer because of this situation are not the consumer ‘‘but you, the 
fur trade.” 

“This is not solely the responsibility of the retailer but of the whole industry,”’ 
he said, ‘‘it belongs to all of you.” The solution to getting rid of unserupulous 
advertising, exaggerated claims and the like rests ‘‘not with outside interests like 
the BBB and the Government, but with the trade. If the fur trade wants to do 
something about cleaning up their own industry, which remains to be seen, we 
stand ready to cooperate,’’ Mr. Jackson concluded. 

Other highlights from the Forum, which were omitted from yesterday’s report 
because of space limitations, follow: 


[From the Fur Reporter, October 4, 1950] 
NEVER SELL Marmot as WEASEL 


tussian weasel? There is no such animal, we have been informed. Furs 
improperly described as such are actually marmot. Over a year ago we received 
some consumer complaints on this subject. These were occasioned when the 
owners of the Russian weasels brought them in for storage and upon examination 
of the skins were told that they had marmot coats. Our information is that these 
so-called Russian weasels don’t come from Russia and actually come through 
customs as ‘‘marmot”’ (Better Business Bureau Bulletin). 

This is interesting since it brings up the subject of the so-called Russian furs, 
many kinds of which were never caught in Russia, but because they are collected 
in various parts of Asia and Europe, and then shipped to Moscow or Leningrad 
are sold as of Russian origin. It is true that marmot, no matter where it comes 
from, is not a weasel and to advertise and offer for sale garments made of marmot 
and describe them as made from weasel, Russian or otherwise, is misleading. 

feturning to the subject of marmot, this little fur bearer is found all through 


the Northern Hemisphere and is a member of the squirrel group. The woodchuck 
and the ground hog are of this family. There was a time when the Canadian 


woodchucks found their way into the fur business but most of the pelts now 
reaching the fur industry are of the Russian-Siberian and Chinese kinds. Furriers 
should know better than to confuse marmot fur with weasel. 


[From Women’s Wear Daily September 15, 1950] 
BBB 1n Cuicaco Says Marmot Is Nor Minx-Dyep WEASEL 


CuicaGco, September 14.—The name ‘‘marmot” is not “‘mink-dved Russian 
weasel,” according to information supplied the Chicago Better Business Bureau 
by authorities in the field. These experts claim that the term, ‘“‘mink-dved Russian 
weasel’’ is currently being used deceptively by some furriers when describing 
“marmot.” 
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{From Women’s Wear Daily September 12, 1950] 
ConsuMER GrRovuP IN CANADA CAMPAIGNS AGAINST FALSE ADs 


Orrawa, September 11.—A campaign against misleading advertising and false 
representation of furs to the Canadian buving public has become the policy with 
the Canadian Association of Consumers, consumer watchdog organization head- 
quartered in Ottawa, which now has branches in many cities of the Dominion. 

Current comment from the association in the light of the recent state of retail 
fur promotions, tied in with summer fur sales, is that false newspaper, radio, and 
window display advertising descriptions of fur coats and other fur products “‘still 
are cropping up continually all across Canada.”’ Association members have been 
alerted to report flagrant instances to Ottawa headquarters, an official of the 
organization told Fairchild News Service here. 

Past action by the CAC frequently has resulted in many questionable adver- 
tising twists being deleted from printed advertising, radio plugs, or window dis- 
plays, it is pointed out. The association intends to persist in its fight against 
what are deemed to be unethical or misleading fur promotions. 

On misrepresentation of the fur content of a coat, the CAC has strongly en- 
dorsed the Federal Government’s action here in putting into effect a true labeling 
act under which the origin of all fur garments must be clearly specified. 

‘‘We have also asked for true labeling to show if the lining in fur garments is 
color-fast, as well as to give the potential buyer all true information about the 
pelt itself, in addition to the trade name,’’ the official states. 

“Our organization is very pleased that, under the act, it has become obligatory 
in Canada to give most of this information when fur garments are offered for sale, 
and we commend the Canadian Government for bringing the law into effect.” 

The Canadian Consumers’ Association also is ‘‘very interested’’ in fur storage 
advertising. It wants to see that the proper frost is available in all storage houses, 
to assure the safety of the garments during the storage months. Also it would 
like storage operators to assume a greater degree of responsibility for damage to 
garments under their care. 

Standardization of coat sizes is another objective of the association, but on this 
point, it is emphasized, the desire is for greater uniformity of sizing in all wearing 
apparel. 

Besides asking that the true nature of all furs be made known to the purchasing 
public, the association also would like to have assurances from manufacturers and 
retailers, that dyed furs are made color-fast, the official added. 





{From Fur Trade Review, June 30, 1949] 
tock Mink Tonep Marmots aT PRIME 


“Our rock mink toned marmots in 40-inch lengths are bringing good buyer 
response,”’ declared Mr. Singer of Prime Fur Co., 115 West Twenty-ninth Street, 
New York City, manufacturers of marmot coats in skin-on-skin types and let- 
outs. “The rock mink tone is a light Starlight mink shade, very flattering to 
all types of complexions, and very salable. The ranch mink and sable-toned 
marmots are in good demand also. 

“Styling includes full four-flare backs, various types of sleeve with the turned- 
back cuff the most desired, and many types of little collars. Although the 40- 
inch coat is in most demand in New England and even the 44-inch length in the 
Midwest, 36-inch lengths are wanted, also. 

“Prices this year are fully 35 percent cheaper because we use less skins, and 
skins are cheaper, and materials all around are less expensive. However, we 
put in the same fine workmanship we have always used in our coats, and sales 
are very good. Our orders are coming in fairly well considering the careful first 
buying of this year. We do expect a rush of business after the first offerings when 
reorders will probably be high. When people see the excellent quality and styling 
of this season’s offerings, we believe sales will be good and manufacturers’ reorders 
will be excellent.” 
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{From Fur Trade Review, September 22, 1949] 
Coney Intro Tiger, Says KAUFMAN 


Sidney Kaufman of Globe Fur Blending & Stenciling Co., Inc., at 165 West 
Twenty-sixth Street, answers the question of when is coney leopard or chinchilla 
or barrinduki? 

‘‘When a silk-screen process is used on white, sheared rabbit fur,’’ he said, 
‘we can create tiger, barrinduki, chinchilla or Brazil cat. We have been doing 
this work for close to 10 years. Asa result, we have developed new designs which 
make the fur resemble these furs to a remarkable degree. 

“Our latest product, chinchilla coney will be available soon. We recommend 
it as well as tiger, and barrinduki to jacket and sport coat manufacturers. 

‘All these furs, however, will do well as either accessory furs for hats, muffs, or 
bags, as well as linings in cloth coats.”’ 


MINK-DYED CONEY 


“Since listening to the recent Walter Winchell story of a make rabbit like 
mink, I remember the silk-screen process we had on coney to make it amazingly 
like white mink. Unfortunately, this treatment caused it to shed 

“It is possible that the chemical treatment Mr. Winchell mentioned may 
convert the texture of the hair. However, I don’t believe that anyone offered 
millions to have the process concealed. 

“Don’t forget the conevy would be in the $400 class and women who want mink 
wouldn’t buy it no matter what it looked like. They would continue to want the 
genuine article.” 





[From Women’s Wear Daily, April 29, 1949] 


Which is the MUSKRAT? 





MINK or MUSKRAT—it’s hard to tell! 


You never realized how skillfully 
muskrat can be worked till you see 
“OnMatra” muskrat coats. “They 
actually look like mink”, say leading 
retailers throughout U. S. A. and 
Canada. Choice skins, fine workman- 
ship, distinctive styling, make “On- 
Datra” muskrat coats the ieading 
seller in this popular fur. 


FT he ome on the left! 


On Datra MUSKRAT COATS by 


k PODHOUSER & 
HOLLINGER 


333 SEVENTH AVE., NEW YORK 1, N. Y¥. 
in CANADA: 36 ST. PAUL EAST, MONTREAL 
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[From Women’s Wear Daily, April 21, 1949] 


see these sensations from the 


HOLLANDER 


1949 CAVALCADE OF COLORS 




















mink-like marmots 


Three reasons to be enthusiastic! First, brand-new Rock 
Mink on Muskrat with o different cast that is immediately 
noticeable in coat form... the lightest satisfactory color 
ever produced on Marmot. Second, realistic Wild Mink 
on Marmot. Third, glamorous Ranch Mink on Marmot. This 
trio of Hollander shodes covers the range of public demand 


and gives you something to shout about for August selling 
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{From Women’s Wear Daily, April 7, 1949] 


see these sensations from the 


labrador mink L A N D E R 
on muskrat e 0 L 


wovsroeor 1949 CAVALCADE OF COLOBS 


this brilliant development 
radiates a new-found 
beauty. It's the shade 
that you and we 


have been seeking 





for years. Now we've 


found it! The news is 


ALSO 





doubly good because 









Labrador Mink is available wild mink 


to you in a light as well 





on muskrat 
as a dark shade. You'll 
agree that it is a perfect a rich, lustrous, 
simulation on either backs 


or bellies, Northerns or 


light Mink shade... 


| companion 
Southerns. From any angle an idea Pp 


.+.in any light... to the Labrador 





on any woman... 
it's the Fur of the Year! 


Mink color. 





y— 











{From the Fur Reporter, January 12, 1949] 
BBB Serexs Honest Fur AprpaREL ADVERTISING 


The Better Business Bureau of New York has sent a letter to New York stores 
selling furs asking the managements if they would comply with a plan which 
would require the abandonment of comparative prices in the advertising of fur 
apparel or restrict the use of such price comparisons to genuine clearance sales 
and special purchase sales. 

The attempt on the part of the BBB to eliminate phony advertising of fur 
apparel in New York City dates back many years and while the BBB has received 
assurances by Many managements that they would adhere to ethical advertising, 
somehow or other retailers soon slip back into the inaccurate advertising and 
misleading statements which appear when prices fall and fur apparel is difficult to 


sell. 





[From the Fur Reporter, June 1, 1949] 
Witt tHe Fur Laspewinc Act REALLY ProtTEectT A GULLIBLE PUBLIC? 
The best muskrat fur in the world is found in the United States. The best 
ranch mink skins are bred in the greatest quantity on the American fur farms. 
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Some of the finest types of wild mink skins are taken in certain arcas in the United 
States. The largest and finest beaver skins obtainable in all the world are those 
taken in the eastern sections of Maine, bordering Canada; such pelts are only 
occasionally surpassed by beaver skins taken in eastern Quebec and Labrador. 

Fisher, otter, marten, winter weasel, usually called American ermine, Alaskan 
white fox, red fox, blue fox, cross fox, are the equal of those from other parts of 
the world, yet American women in great numbers believe that any fur from 
Canada or from Russia is superior in quality to similar species taken in any other 
country. When women are asked why so many of them hold to this belief, they 
generally reply that Canada and Russia or Siberia are such cold countries that the 
best furs must come from there. 

Of course Canada and Russia-Siberia are cold countries and fur animals in the 
wild taken in those countries are heavily furred, often of good color but usually are 
found to be somewhat thin in the skin as compared with fur skins taken from 
animals of the same species in the United States. 

These facts should be familiar to every retailer selling furs and he, in turn, 
should continuously impart such information to the American public. Further- 
more, the various associations in the United States of fur farmers, fur manufac- 
turers, fur trappers should become much more aggressive in singing the praises of 
the fur skins that are produced by fur animals taken in the United States and 
Alaska. 

We feel that the first step in correcting the prevailing situation has been taken 
in the form of the new labeling act which will require that the consumer be in- 
formed regarding the true name and country of origin of the fur she buys, which 
information must be on a label attached to each garment. We do not believe, 
however, that knowledge of the country in which the fur originated will really 
benefit the consumers; the latter, as a whole, do not know much about the quality 
of skins or the best sources of supply. It is time that American fur associations 
commence educating the public, through the consumer press, concerning furs, their 
origin and their quality. If this be done, there will be no more complaints filed 
with the Better Business Bureaus and the Interstate Commerce Commission 
regarding consumer dissatisfaction with furs and distrust of the fur industry. It 
seems such a simple thing to do and yet, for reason best known to the retail furriers 
themselves, it has never been done. 


The CuatrMan. At this point, I submit a statement of Mr. Rowland 
Jones, Jr., president of the American Retail Federation, Washington, 
D. C., to be inserted in the record. 

(The statement above referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF ROWLAND JONES, JR., PRESIDENT, AMERICAN RETAIL FEDERATION 


My name is Rowland Jones, Jr. I am president of the American Retail Federa- 
tion with offices at 1625 I Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

The American Retail Federation is a federation of 23 national retail trade 
associations and 32 State-wide associations of retailers, representing all kinds and 
types of retail business, both large and small, and comprising in their collective 
membership more than 500,000 retail outlets. 

I have attached to this statement a roster of the member associations in whose 
behalf it is presented. 

My purpose in appearing is twofold. 

First, I wish to express the opposition of the members of the federation to the 
general principles of mandatory fur labeling at this time, and second, in case that 
this committee believes that legislation requiring mandatory fur labeling is 
advisable and necessary, I wish to offer some specific suggestions as to how a fur 
labeling bill can attain the desired objectives with a minimum of burden on 
retailers. 

RETAIL ATTITUDE TOWARD LABELING 


Retailers can have no valid objection to a requirement that the labels of the 
articles they sell contain specified information as to the nature and content of the 
article if this information will be really helpful to their customers and to them- 
selves. In the present instance many retailers sincerely believe that the informa- 
tion required to be placed on the label of a fur article by the provisions of this bill 
would not really benefit their customers to any marked degree. 

The retail industry, therefore, takes the position that it must object to the 
enactment of this bill, unless it can be shown that there is a real need for this 
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legislation, and that if such a need exists no other law can be used to cover this 
subject. 

These, then, are the two questions which are paramount in any decision on this 
legislation: First, is there a real need for this legislation? Second, is there no 
present law which could cover the subject? 


IS THERE A REAL NEED FOR THIS LEGISLATION 


The stated objectives of this bill are to protect consumers and others against 
misbranding, false advertising and false invoicing of fur products and furs. 

There is no doubt that such practices do exist in the fur business—they exist 
in every business. The question you should consider is whether these practices 
represent any substantial part of the business of fur retailing. The retailers whom 
the federation represents are strongly inclined to believe that such practices 
represent only a very minor and inconsequential part of the entire fur business. 

Therefore, it would be illogical and unjust to penalize the vast majority of 
honest retailers by the passage of this bill to try to get a chiseling fringe 

And when we say penalize we mean just that. Any law of this kind does 
place a burden on a retailer, a necessary one perhaps, and one which a retailer 
even welcomes in some instances, but a burden nevertheless. It means that a 
retailer must spend time and effort, and the time and effort of his emplovees in 
checking labels and invoices, double checking advertisements, keeping special 
records and in doing all the things that any honest retailer would have to do to 
make sure that he was and remained in compliance with the law and with any 
regulations which might be issued thereunder. 

All this would cost money, and add to general selling expenses Any unneces- 
sarv additions to cost factors are important, particularly at this time when the 
Federal Government is trying to keep down costs and control inflationary tenden- 
cies. 

To sum up under this point the retail industry believes that unless there is a 
real demonstration that the evils complained of really do exist in a substantial 
part of the fur business, the committee should seriously question the wisdom of 
burdening the honest retailers who comprise the vast majority of the industry, 
with the care and expense necessary to comply with the terms of a law. 


ARE OTHER MEANS AVAILABLE TO CORRECT THESE ALLECED EVILS? 


If there is good evidence that unfair and deceptive practices in the retail fur 
industry are really substantial in amount, then, before enacting a specific statute 
aimed at these practices the committee should first ascertain whether these evils 
cannot be cured under existing laws. 

More than 10 years ago a rash of fictitious names broke out in the fur business, 
including the names of animals that never existed outside of a comic strip \ 
trade practice conference held by the FTC to all intents and purposes eliminated 
the use of these imaginarv animal names. It surelvw seems worth trving again 
to see whether the remaining practices cannot be eliminated. If successful, it 
would certainly be less expensive for everyone concerned, the consumer, the re- 
tailer, and the Federal Government. Obviously in these times increasing costs 
to any segment of the economy should be avoided when possible. 


SPECIFIC AMENDMENTS ARE NECESSARY 


These questions should be carefully considered. If after careful consideration 
it is found as a matter of fact that further legislation is necessary, then we offer 
some specific amendments which are intended to make the bill more workable 
without, in any way, interfering with its intended objectives of protecting the 
consumer and others against false and deceptive practices 


1. A substitute label 

The bill requires that the name, or other identification issued and registered by 
the FTC, of the manufacturer of a fur article or of the person introducing it into 
interstate commerce, must appear on the label until the article is sold to the 
ultimate consumer. 

Many retailers prefer to have no other name on a label except theirown. They 
feel that their name is the best guaranty which their customers can look for. It is 
known in the communitv, whereas the name of the manutacturer is not, and they 
wish to build up their name as the symbol of quality 
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Under the terms of the bill retailers engaged in interstate commerce may 
substitute their own labels, but the great majority of retailers are not so engaged. 
For them the use of a manufacturer’s identification or the addition of the retailer’s 
name is not a satisfactory remedy. 

Many retailers take pride in the quality, style, and fashion of the merchandise 
they offer for sale, and very properly they wish to keep their sources of supply 
confidential \ retailer who has worked out a new style or has made a particularly 
good buy from a source of supply does not want his competitors to gain access to 
the same source as easily as they could if the manufacturer’s name or registered 
number appeared on the label. 

A minor consideration, but important to the merchant who is fastidious con- 
cerning the appearance of his merchandise is that retailers and manufacturers do 
not always see eye to eve as to what constitutes a quality label and under the terms 
of the bill retailers would not be allowed to substitute their own label for that of 
the manufacturer, even though the manufacturer’s number and all of the required 
information appeared on the substitute. Thus, the only possible course for a 
retailer who wished to have a nice looking label would be 1o supply each of his 
suppliers with such a label. This is a cumbersome process, and since most 
manufacturers supply many retailers the opportunities for mistakes and confusion 
are endless. 

Therefore, retailers request that they be allowed to remove the label showing 
name, or number, of the manufacturer and substitute their own label complying 
with all the other requirements which the bill would impose on the contents of 
the label 
2. Use of other fur names 

Under the terms of the bill the label or advertisement cannot contain the name 
of any fur other than that from which the article is made, unless the other fur 
name is accompanied by the words “processed to simulate’’ so that a label would 
read, for example, ‘‘Muskrat, processed to simulate mink.”’ 

It has been a standard practice for many years to use a statement showing the 
true name of the fur and also the name of the fur which the piece has been dyed 
to resemble, as for example, mink-dyed muskrat. This is an accepted term in 
the trade, and we doubt whether any consumer could be found who would be 
confused by a term which has had such wide acceptance in the industry and 
with the public 

We hold no brief for any fictitious names, but we see no harm in permitting 
the trade to continue with an accepted term that is not misleading, and therefore 
request that this section of the bill be amended so as to permit the use of this 
type of term as well as any such term as “processed to simulate.”’ 


8. The use of the true English name 

The bill requires that the true English name of the fur be used, in labeling, 
advertising, and invoicing. While we are in thorough sympathy with attempts to 
eliminate fictitious and deceptive names, we believe that this provision, if strictly 
enforced may lead to more confusion than would exist without it 

We are advised that the American rabbit is in general unfit for use in making 
fur coats The rabbit fur which is used for such purposes is imported from 
France or Australia. In the first instance it is called lapin, in the second coney. 
To require these two superior kinds of rabbit fur to be simply labeled rabbit 
would create a prejudice against them in the minds of consumers. The provision 
might also permit American rabbit to be passed off on the consumer for something 
better than it is 

We, therefore, request that this requirement of the true English name be 
omitted from the bill. As long as there is proper provision against the use of 
artificial or fictitious names there should be no need to require that all names 
be translated into English, with perhaps a resulting deception to the consumer. 


SUMMARY 


To sum up this statement, we believe that before any labeling legislation is 
recommended to the Congress this committee should be convineed that there is 
a real need to cure a substantial evil in the industry affected and that this evil, 
if it does exist, cannot be cured under existing laws. 

We also strongly urge that if the committee reaches the conviction that such 
legislation is necessary the three amendments which we have suggested be incor- 
porated in the bill. These amendments, we fee] sure, wil! make the bill more 
workable for the retailer without detracting in the slightest from the attainment 
of the announced purposes of the bill, that is the protection of the consumer 
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MeMBER AssociATIONS, AMERICAN RETAIL FEDERATION 
STATE ASSOCIATIONS 


California Retailers Association 

Colorado Retailers Association 

Delaware Retailers Council 

Florida State Retailers Association 

Georgia Mercantile Association 

Idaho Council of Retailers 

Illinois Federation of Retail Associations 
Associated Retailers of Indiana 

Associated Retailers of Iowa, Inc. 
Kentucky Merchants Association, Inc. 
Louisiana Retailers Association 

Maine Merchants Association, Inc. 
Maryland Council of Retail Merchants, Inc. 
Massachusetts Council of Retail Merchants 
Michigan Retailers Association 

Missouri Retailers’ Association 

Nevada Retail Merchants Association 
Retail Merchants Association of New Jersey 
New York State Council of Retail Merchants, Inc. 
North Carolina Merchants Association, Inc. 
Ohio State Council of Retail Merchants 
Oklahoma Retail Merchants Association 
Oregon State Retailers’ Council 
Pennsylvania Retailers’ Association 

Rhode Island Retail Association 

Retail Merchants Association of Tennessee 
Council of Texas Retailers’ Associations 
Utah Council of Retailers 

Virginia Retail Merchants Association, Inc. 
Associated Retailers of Washington 

West Virginia Retailers Association, Inc. 
Retail Merchants Association of South Dakota 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATIONS 


American National Retail Jewelers Association 
Associated Retail Confectioners of the United States 
Association of Credit Apparel Stores, Inc. 

Institute of Distribution, Ine. 

Limited Price Variety Stores Association, Inc. 

Mail Order Association of Americ 

National Association of Chain Drug Stores 

National Association of Credit Jewelers 

National Association of Music Merchants, Ine. 
National Association of Retail Clothiers & Furnishers 
National Association of Shoe Chain Stores 

National Retail Dry Goods Association 

National Retail Farm Equipment Association 
National Retail Furniture Aetelation 

National Retail Hardware Association 

National Shoe Retailers Association 

National Stationery & Office Equipment Association 
tetail Credit Institute of America, Inc. 

National Luggage Dealers Association 

American Retail Coal Association 

Retail Paint & Wallpaper Distributors of America, Inc. 
National Retail Tea & Coffee Merchants Association 


The Cuarrman. I will also insert a statement from the National 


Retail Dry Goods Association. 
(The statement referred to follows: ) 
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STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL Retatt Dry Goops AssociaTION 


The National Retail Dry Goods Association, representing more than 7,000 
department, chain, and specialty stores, many of which deal in fur garments, 
desires to register its opposition to the enactment of a bill designated as H. R 
2321 and described as ‘‘a bill to protect consumers and others against misbranding, 
false advertising and false invoicing of fur products and furs.’’ 

The members of the National Retail Dry Goods Association may truthfully be 
described as business leaders in their own communities. In nearly every case 
their stores have been in operation for many years and have grown from smail 
shops into stores which, regardless of their actual size, are recognized and patron- 
ized by their several publics because of their reputation for fair dealing. In size 
these member stores range from very small concerns up to the largest department 
stores in the country. Their operators are continuously concerned in protecting 
their good will, and it would be their natural impulse to support any plan which 
might be necessary for the protection of their customers provided such plan did 
not place unnecessary burdens and complications upon their business. It is their 
conviction that H. R. 2321 would impose much more difficulty upon the fur busi- 
ness than could be justified by any desirable effect it might have in the way of 
protecting their customers. 


H. R, 2321 IMPROPERLY EXTENDS FEDERAL JURISDICTION OVER INTRASTATE COMMERCE 


H. R. 2321 is the beachhead through which the Federal Trade Commission will 
further invade matters properly within the jurisdiction of the several States. By 
this legislation all dealings in the fur industry, regardless of their intrastate 
character, will be subject to the machinations of the Federal Trade Commission. 
Retailers look with trepidation upon the compulsory labeling provisions of the 
proposed bill with just cause. Hitter experience under the Wool Labeling Act 
leads only to the inescapable conclusion that the words contained in section 3 
subdivision (e) of H. R. 2321 spell out only illusory permission to change labels. 
Doubtless FTC regulations such as presenily exist under the Wool Labeling Act 
would completely prohibit the apparently greater authority granted retailers 
therein. 


H. R. 2321 IS RURDENSOME IT IGNORES THE FPRACTICAL PROBLEMS OF RUSINESS 


Section 5, willfuily entitled ‘‘False Advertising and Invoicing of Fur Products 
and Furs,” contains the requirement that the words ‘‘processed to simulate’’ be 
used to describe furs and fur products when they have been dyed the color of other 
furs. Thus retailers, who customarily describe a muskrat coat which has been 
dved the color of mink as a mink-dyed muskrat, would be compelled to cease 
this accepted and time-tested practice and retail advertising would perforce read 
“muskrat coats processed to simulate mink.’’ By the fullest stretch of our imag- 
ination we cannot conceive how this cumbersome procedure would be of any benefit 
to the consumer. 

NAME GUIDE FOR FUR PRODUCTS 


Section 7 of H. R. 2321 provides for the preparation of a name guide for fur prod- 
ucts and states, ‘‘the names used shall be the true English names for the animals 
in question, or in the absence of a true English name for an animal, the name by 
which such animal can be properly identified in the United States. 

The English language is replete with words of foreign origin. Literally thou- 
sands of foreign words have been borrowed to fill out the English language where 
no truly descriptive English word had previously existed. For example: 

What are the true English words for these commonly accepted words: Bourbon, 
chocolate, coffee, banana, limousine, demitasse, agenda, index, detour, patio, 
bouquet, spaghetti, corsage? 

Surely all American women recognize these foreign words. 

What are the true English names of these animals: Ocelot, leopard, coney, 
marmot, sable? 

In the development of the fur business in this country it was found most 
expedient to adopt direct, precisely descriptive trade terms for furs. This practice 
is in no way distasteful to the public nor is the purchaser deceived or harmed to 
the slightest degree. 

It must be remembered that men in the fur trade are sensitive to the likes and 
dislikes of the public for whom they prepare these furs. Experience has shown that 
consumers prefer the names now in current usage. This preference is readily 
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understandable. There are all kinds of fur-bearing animals; while some are very 
common others are rare and a great deal of time and effort is involved in securing 
and processing their pelts. The resultant furs and garments, therefore, sell at widely 
varying prices. A woman who can only afford an inexpensive coat made of rabbit’s 
fur must content herself with the purchase of that low-priced product, but due to 
woman's desire for romance and beauty she would much prefer having her coat 
called ‘‘coney”’ (the true English name for rabbit), rather than the common name 
of this domestic pest. We know of no instances in which this practice has ever 
deceived or harmed anyone. 


RETAILERS SUPPORT TRULY INFORMATIVE LABELING 


No worth-while retailer ever objects to truly informative labeling. The Na- 
tional Retail Dry Goods Association has for many years published and issued to 
retailers a digest containing a description of furs and nomenclature attached to 
each type of fur. This digest has received the approval of the Federal Trade 
Commission. Under the letter and apparent spirit of the proposed legislation, 
many of these names which have been in common usage since the very founding 
of the first colonies in North America, may be abolished. 

In recent years under the direction of the National Retail Dry Goods Association 
almost 1 million truly informative labels have been used on furs and fur garments 
by department and specialty stores throughout the country. The information 
offered by these tags helps the customer to determine the quality of the fur article 
she is purchasing, for these standardized tags describe the characteristics pos- 
sessed by the best quality furs, their wearing capacities and the proper care 


required for the longest use of such garments. This voluntary effort by retailers 
has done much to develop customer confidence in department and specialty 
store fur departments. To those acquainted with the wide variations which 


exist in furs and fur garments, it is axiomatic that confidence is the only basis 
on which fur business may be conducted satisfactorily, for few people ever have 
the opportunity to learn how to identify fine peltries. 

Action by the Congress, directed toward a nefarious few in the fur trade, should 
not be condoned to the disadvantage and detriment of the vast majority of 
reputable, honest and reliable people in that industry, as that action of this 
character may well plunge the fur industry into a more chaotic state then it is 
presently experiencing with a resultant depression in that industry. The most 
careful consideration should be given this type of legislation. 

It is respectfully submitted that this type of legislation is not needed. In 
fact, we humbly propose that Congress discard thought of any compulsory 
labeling laws. The interests of this Nation can best be served by a simple and 
understandable law which would require that labeling, when used, be completely 
accurate and correct, with heavy penalties for willful violation. Therefore, it 
would seem that every objective which Government should wish to achieve could 
be achieved through such legislation, and protection would be offered, so far as 
any legislation can protect participants in the every day transactions of business, 
not in connection with only one or two lines but covering all articles of merchandise. 


The CHatrmMan. There being nothing further, the hearings are 
now closed. 


x 








ng 
sly 
t's 


at 
ne 
rer 


a- 
to 
de 


mn, 
ng 


on 
its 
on 


st 


In 


ry 








